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The University of Texas at Austin, 2013 
 
Co-Supervisors: Esther Raizen and Kristen Brustad 
 
This study used recordings produced in the American Council on the Teaching of 
Foreign Languages’ (ACTFL) Oral Proficiency Interviews (OPIs) to investigate the 
quantity and lexical richness of second language (L2) Arabic speakers’ lexical 
production. The study focused on 28 full-length tests and 53 sub-samples of narration and 
description, selected from an initial data set of 115 OPIs. The research questions were: 1) 
What are the average words and words per minute (WPM) produced by Advanced-Mid 
rating level test takers in this data set? Do Intermediate-Mid rating level test takers 
produce fewer words and WPM than Advanced-Mid rating level test takers? Do Superior 
rating level test takers produce more words and more WPM than Advanced-Mid 
speakers? 2) What is the lexical variation in the Advanced-Mid samples as measured by 
type-token ratio (TTR)? Is this variation higher or lower than the lexical variation of test 
taker samples at the Intermediate-Mid and Superior rating levels? 3) How many shared 
words produced by learners at the Advanced rating levels are from beyond the 2,000 
most frequently used words in Arabic according to Buckwalter and Parkinson’s 
frequency dictionary (Buckwalter and Parkinson 2011)? 4) What qualitative observations 
can be made about test takers’ narration and description attempts at the Advanced rating 
 ix 
levels? How do these attempts compare to narration and description attempts by test-
takers at the Intermediate and Superior rating levels respectively? 
The WPM and TTR values for the Advanced-Mid rating level differentiated this 
test taker speech from the Intermediate-Mid rating level speech. However, the WPM and 
TTR measures did not distinguish between the Advanced-Mid rating level and the 
Superior rating level test takers. In regards to word frequency, learners at the Advanced-
Mid rating level did not produce shared words that were beyond the 2,000 most 
frequently used words in Arabic. However, the qualitative observations of the Advanced 
rating levels’ descriptions and narrations appeared to show a difference between this 
group’s lexical resources and those of the Intermediate and Superior rating levels. These 
findings and related suggestions for future research on the advanced L2 speaker of Arabic 
were also discussed.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
This dissertation investigates the quantity and quality of vocabulary produced by 
advanced, non-native Arabic speakers. This work is intended to contribute to the larger 
agenda of investigating the connection between lexical knowledge and speaking skill for 
foreign language learners. My interest in this topic stems from several factors: 1) a desire 
to better understand the role vocabulary plays in the oral production of non-native 
speakers of Arabic, 2) an interest in contributing to the emerging discussion of how 
“advanced” language ability should be defined and how this can include learners of 
Arabic, and 3) a desire to contribute to the research of productive vocabulary use in a 
second language (L2). 
Recent data from the National Middle East Resource Center’s survey of students 
indicates that the majority are studying Arabic to reach a level in which they can function 
professionally (National Middle East Language Resource Center, 2011). Recent world 
events have led to an increased interest in reaching this level in Arabic and other 
languages deemed critical to U.S. national security. This interest has been encouraged by 
initiatives such as the National Security Education Program (NSEP), the U.S. Department 
of Defense’s STARTALK teacher training programs, and NSEP’s Foreign Language 
Flagship programs, the last of which funds five post-secondary programs devoted to 
Arabic. These represent particularly noteworthy attempts to break through what 
Benjamin Rifkin refers to as the glass ceiling of language achievement. Regarding 
learners of Russian, Rifkin reports that students typically reach an intermediate speaking 
level by the end of a traditional four-year university program, leaving them well below 
the level needed for many professional purposes (Rifkin, 2005, p. 11). 
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While there is much enthusiasm for reaching higher levels of skill, “advanced” 
speaking ability has yet to be empirically defined for Arabic L2 learners. The present 
research is meant to help define “advanced” for this learner population in order to bring 
Arabic data into the conversation with those who work on productive vocabulary use in 
other languages and to aid those who work with Arabic language learners specifically. 
My interest in this area has grown from my multiple encounters with L2 Arabic 
speaking and testing. I struggled to reach the advanced level as a learner of Arabic over 
many years and took my first speaking test – after several years of classroom study – over 
the phone; my nervousness was greatly amplified by the fact that the resulting rating 
would help determine my suitability for a study abroad program that was critical to my 
learning goals. This was also my first encounter with the American Council on the 
Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) Oral Proficiency Interview (OPI), which I will 
explain in more detail below. After I began teaching Arabic as a foreign language, I 
advised students taking speaking tests (most commonly the OPI or some version of it) 
and tried to better understand their experiences after they had taken these tests. My third 
role was as an examiner after I took a training workshop and began using these testing 
techniques on test takers who were not my own students.  
Through all of these roles, I was struck by the ubiquitous nature of the OPI and 
also by the many high-stakes decisions that are made on the basis of speaking test results. 
As an examiner, I also noticed that the performances awarded the same rating often 
appeared to qualitatively differ from one another; a fact that does not necessarily 
invalidate the results of a test, but one that may affect face validity for test takers and 
users. Finally, I found that discussing “advanced” with other Arabic instructors, learners, 
and testers seemed to indicate the common use of markedly disparate definitions, not all 
of which were based upon performance. In addition, those who relied on aspects of L2 
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performance seemed to rely on very different components, which I was not expecting. All 
of these reasons led to my research interest in this area.  
 
FOCUSING ON VOCABULARY 
Al-Batal (2006) posits that acquiring extensive vocabulary may be one of the 
most difficult challenges facing intermediate-level Arabic learners trying to improve their 
Arabic language abilities. This factor may also be one that distinguishes the spoken 
production of advanced learners of Arabic from the production of learners at other stages 
of language acquisition. However, the field of Arabic language acquisition lacks research 
that can support or offer counterevidence for this assumption. In this dissertation, I will 
focus on productive lexical breadth and lexical richness as potential distinguishing factors 
in order to investigate whether lexical quantity and quality appear to differentiate 
advanced learners of Arabic from learners at the Intermediate and Superior rating levels. I 
am interpreting productive lexical breadth as the total number of intelligible words an L2 
speaker produces in a speech sample, and using John Read’s definition of lexical 
variation as a measure of lexical richness, i.e. the expectation that more varied vocabulary 
is better than repeating more of the same words (Read, 2000, p. 200). In this introduction, 
I will explain how I arrived at these areas of focus and the theoretical framework for this 
research. 
 
DEFINING “ADVANCED” USING LANGUAGE RATING SCALES 
To consider potentially useful measures of advanced speaking ability, I turn to 
two language rating scales, one used in the U.S. foreign language testing context and one 
more widely used outside the U.S. context. The ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines are well 
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known in the United States and are widely used to evaluate speaking samples elicited in 
the course of the ACTFL OPI. The ACTFL OPI is the most widely used test to evaluate 
speaking ability in Arabic (Eisele, 2006) and is also widely used to evaluate speaking 
skill in other foreign languages in secondary and university level programs in the United 
States (Norris & Pfeiffer, 2003). While there is debate about the type of communication it 
elicits and the varied ways it is used (see for example Halleck 1992; Johnson 2000; 
Meredith 1990), the fact that it is widely used makes it a compelling context in which to 
research the language produced by learners. 
The ACTFL OPI is also a compelling setting in which to examine Arabic L2 
lexical production because it does not specify vocabulary as a rating factor. By not 
including vocabulary specifications regarding quantity or quality beyond very general 
statements about lexical resources, the Guidelines provide no incentive for test takers to 
vary their vocabulary for display purposes or for examiners to consider vocabulary as a 
distinct rating component. In that respect, test takers should only be producing the words 
necessary to accomplish the test’s required tasks. This provides an ideal setting in which 
to evaluate whether there appears a relationship between the quantity and quality of the 
test taker’s vocabulary and his or her rating. 
Further, while the ACTFL OPI may be a blunt instrument for some testing 
purposes, the language samples elicited at the Novice, Intermediate, and Advanced levels 
appear to represent useful designations for learners and instructors as they attempt to 
gauge language learning progress in Arabic. If we proceed with this working assumption 
that the samples gathered in ACTFL OPIs represent broadly differing levels of ability for 
Arabic L2 learners, then we can focus on how advanced test takers’ vocabulary produced 
differs quantitatively and qualitatively from one another. 
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It should be noted that the ACTFL Proficiency rating scale was developed based 
on the U.S. government’s Interagency Language Roundtable (ILR) proficiency scale 
(Chambless 2012 pp. 142-143). The ILR scale uses the numbers zero to five to designate 
levels and plus signs to indicate stronger performances at those levels. The ACTFL scale 
is considered to be equivalent to the lower levels of the ILR scale. For example, Elvira 
Swender reports the ACTFL and ILR ratings needed to function in a variety of 
workplaces, listing the Advanced rating levels as corresponding to 2/2+ and the Superior 
rating level as equivalent to 3 on the ILR scale (Swender 2003 p 525). John Eisele 
similarly lists the Advanced rating levels or 2/2+ on the ILR scale as the beginning of 
“limited working proficiency” and the Superior level or 3 on the ILR scale as “general 
professional proficiency” (Eisele, 2006, p. 204)1. 
                                                
1 Outside of the U.S. language-testing context, the Common European Framework of Reference 
for Languages (CEFR), developed by the Council of Europe, is the most widely referenced scale. Unlike 
the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines, the CEFR treats the topic of lexical resources as a separate component 
of L2 ability. While CEFR “global scale” does not use labels such as “intermediate” or “advanced” per se, 
these levels can be understood to fall into the categories of beginner (known as A1 and A2), intermediate 
(B1 and B2), and advanced (C1 and C2) (CEFR, 2001, p. 23). 
In regard to vocabulary, the CEFR specifies that the most advanced learner at a C2 level 
demonstrates “a good command of a very broad lexical repertoire including idiomatic expressions and 
colloquialisms; shows awareness of connotative levels of meaning” (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 112). In 
contrast, the description for C1 incorporates similar expectations but allows for gaps, which are “…to be 
readily overcome with circumlocutions; little obvious searching for expressions or avoidance strategies. 
Good command of idiomatic expressions and colloquialisms” (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 112). The 
description’s requirements of both “a very broad lexical repertoire” and “command of idiomatic 
expressions and colloquialisms” are of particular interest. While the CEFR deems lexical range to be a 
sufficiently important component of language ability to define and include, it does not define what 
constitutes a “good command” or how many expressions would be needed to demonstrate sufficient 
knowledge of “idiomatic expressions and colloquialisms.” 
Regarding vocabulary control, the CEFR simply states that the C2 level learner should 
demonstrate “consistently correct and appropriate use of vocabulary,” while the C1 learner may have 
“occasional minor slips, but no significant vocabulary errors” (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 112). Similarly, 
it is up to the CEFR user to determine what constitutes “correct and appropriate” vocabulary use, but the 
framework does include vocabulary control, which at the very least encourages CEFR evaluators and 
interpreters to regard vocabulary as an important component of language ability. Some research evidence 
has also been found for links between CEFR levels and vocabulary size (Milton, 2010; Milton & Alexiou, 
2009). As such, the CEFR may represent a viable option for use in the U.S. as this attention to vocabulary 
could yield important information about L2 users’ abilities. 
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ACTFL OPI GUIDELINES 
I now turn to the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines to examine in more detail how 
lexical breadth and lexical variation may be implicated at different rating levels. The 
level descriptions are written to include both what learners can accomplish when 
speaking and what abilities they lack, i.e. what prevents them from receiving a rating at 
the next level. It should be noted that newer Guidelines were made available in February 
2012 and included a level higher than the Superior rating level called Distinguished. 
While the research conducted in this dissertation was designed with the 1999 ACTFL 
Guidelines in mind, the newer version of the Guidelines provide more detailed 
information and will be used here. I will begin with the highest rating level included in 
this dissertation, the Superior level, and then discuss the descriptions of the lower levels 
after that. 
 
Superior Rating Level 
The first sentence in the description for the Superior level from the revised 2012 
Guidelines states: “[s]peakers at the Superior level are able to communicate in the 
language with accuracy and fluency in order to participate fully and effectively in 
conversations on a variety of topics in formal and informal settings from both concrete 
and abstract perspectives”. This description does not mention vocabulary, but has direct 
relevance to it in three ways. Vocabulary must be considered in evaluating: 1) the 
accuracy of a learner’s communication; 2) the effectiveness of participation, which is 
based at least partially upon lexical choices; and 3) how well the learner handles a variety 
of topics. The description also lists the ability to participate in conversations in formal 
and informal settings. In the case of Arabic, this would further require an examination of 
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the learner’s ability to use both formal and informal vocabulary, as these can differ 
significantly. 
Superior level speakers are also expected to do the following with “ease, fluency, 
and accuracy”: 
 
1. Demonstrate their ability to address topics in their areas of interest and 
specialization; 
2. Provide explanations of complex issues with requisite detail; and 
3. Produce “lengthy and coherent narrations” (ACTFL, 2012, para. 4)  
 
At this level, all of this must be done without unnatural hesitation (i.e. in 
searching for a word or expression) or inappropriate use of vocabulary. Similarly, 
Superior speakers are expected to produce “structured argument to support their 
opinions” and to “construct and develop hypotheses to explore alternative possibilities” 
when called upon to do so (ACTFL, 2012, para. 4). In theory, the speaker must have a 
fairly rich lexical base with which to narrate, hypothesize, and argue in detail. 
 
Advanced and Intermediate Rating Levels 
Unlike the Superior level, the Advanced level is sub-divided into Advanced-High, 
Advanced-Mid, and Advanced-Low. Speakers in the Advanced rating levels are expected 
to demonstrate an ability to narrate a story in all relevant time frames, describe, and 
handle a complicated situation. In addition, the ACTFL Advanced level is thought to be a 
necessary threshold for learners to use their language outside the classroom in a 
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professional capacity2 (Judith Elaine Liskin-Gasparro, 1993). A test taker at the 
Advanced-High rating level should also be able to handle some of the tasks of the 
Superior level, including defending and supporting an opinion effectively. However, 
according to the Guidelines, a defining feature of Advanced-High learners should be an 
inability to sustain performance at the Superior level. The Guidelines state that a speaker 
may avoid a task or resort to concrete description to compensate for difficulty in 
producing language that includes hypotheses and argument.  
Of interest to my consideration of vocabulary usage in Advanced OPIs, the 
Guidelines specify that Advanced-High learners should demonstrate an ability “to 
consistently explain in detail and narrate fully and accurately in all time frames.” Since 
most learners of Arabic acquire the basic components of the past, present and future tense 
within their first year of study, their ability to use these correctly is contingent upon their 
ability to recombine these elements and produce conjugations of complex or irregular 
verbs. Also, of particular interest to this research is the requirement that Arabic L2 
learners be able to narrate “in detail.” This can be evaluated, in my opinion, only from 
within the context of the story or other complex utterance a test taker produces in his or 
her OPI. A qualitative examination of the discourse produced in Advanced level Arabic 
OPIs would help define language that meets this criterion and analyze the lexical 
production found in this speech. 
In regard to lexical production, the description for Advanced-Mid states that 
learners at this level should possess “vocabulary [that] is fairly extensive although 
primarily generic in nature, except in the case of a particular area of specialization or 
interest” (ACTFL, 2012, para. 12). One of the challenges then is to define what 
                                                
2 There is at least one teacher certification that requires only an Intermediate-High rating level to obtain 
according to Krista Chambless (Chambless 2012). 
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constitutes “generic” vocabulary in Arabic and what constitutes more specialized 
vocabulary. Such a distinction would have to be made based on corpus data. In the 
current research, I will use Buckwalter and Parkinson’s A Frequency Dictionary of 
Arabic: Core Vocabulary for Learners to begin the process of investigating which lexical 
items produced are more common and which are beyond the 2,000 most common Arabic 
words (Buckwalter & Parkinson, 2011).  
For the level of Advanced-Low, test takers are understood to handle the same 
kinds of communicative tasks as Advanced-High and Advanced-Mid, but with less ease 
and fluency. The Guidelines also specify that vocabulary used at this level will “often 
lack specificity” (ACTFL, 2012, para. 14). Advanced-Low learners are expected to 
present their point of view “ …with sufficient accuracy, clarity, and precision to convey 
their intended message without misrepresentation,” but this may be accomplished 
through rephrasing or repeating of what has been said earlier (ACTFL, 2012, para. 15). 
The requirement of “sufficient” accuracy, clarity, and precision raises the question of 
defining this within the context of a particular speech sample. 
In contrast to Advanced learners, Intermediate level learners are expected to be 
able to handle routine, uncomplicated tasks and social situations, and to exchange basic 
information related to “work, school, recreation, particular interests and areas of 
competence” (ACTFL, 2012, para. 17). As such, it is assumed that Intermediate level 
learners’ vocabulary production will not convey the detail or abstraction expected at 
higher levels. Intermediate level learners are also expected to exhibit more hesitation and 
linguistic inaccuracy than Advanced level learners when trying to communicate.  
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FINDINGS FOR ADVANCED IN OTHER LANGUAGES 
I now turn to sample findings in other languages that are pertinent to the present 
discussion of Arabic language learners and their lexical breadth and lexical variation. In 
her doctoral thesis, Judith Liskin-Gasparro (1993) focused on Intermediate-High and 
Advanced learners of Spanish, examining portions of 14 Intermediate-High and 22 
Advanced learners’ interviews in order to compare: 1) the basis of the structure of stories 
elicited, 2) their morphosyntactic accuracy and appropriateness, and 3) the use of 
communication strategies. Her results show that Advanced learners produce longer, more 
detailed narratives that more successfully combined narrative and descriptive elements 
(Judith Elaine Liskin-Gasparro, 1993). 
In regard to lexical breadth, Margaret Malone focused her 1999 dissertation on 
the development of a simulated oral proficiency test in English. In the course of this 
research, Malone administered a simulated OPI test to 30 non-native speakers of English 
to investigate the quantity and quality of the spoken language produced by these learners. 
She then compared this with the language predicted by the ACTFL Proficiency 
Guidelines’ descriptions of the different levels of speech that should be found in an OPI 
(Malone, 1999). 
Malone focused on the quantity of language produced by speakers at different 
levels and determined the average words per level. Her method was in line with the 
assumption of the ACTFL Guidelines and training materials that learners at the Superior 
level would produce more words than learners at the Advanced level, and that learners at 
the Advanced level would produce more words than learners at the Intermediate level. 
Malone’s findings support this assertion, namely that the mean number of words per level 
was higher for Advanced level speakers than that of Intermediate level speakers, and 
higher still for Superior level speakers when compared with Advanced level speakers. 
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This finding corresponds to a later finding in another oral test: Read and Nation (2006) 
found that the average number of words increased across the bands of the International 
English Language Testing System speaking test in line with rising ability, although they 
also found that the variation between speakers in the same level was substantial (Read & 
Nation, 2006)3. 
 
Narration	  
Robin provided an analysis of narration in OPIs recorded with learners of Russian 
(Robin, 2011). Robin gathered 54 ACTFL OPIs ranging from Intermediate-High to 
Superior, with 5 rated Advanced-Low, 27 Advanced-Mid, 8 Advanced-High, and 9 
Superior. He transcribed and analyzed these interviews, defining narrative according to 
Labov’s 1972 requirements and McCabe and Peterson’s 1984 evidence of episodic 
descriptors. He notes that research on narration began by focusing largely on children’s 
first language abilities. Bearing this in mind, Robin adapted some of the requirements of 
narration but recognized the inherent shortcomings of using these recordings as source 
material, as OPIs do not focus on the elicitation of narration per se. However, he argues 
that they provide the opportunity to examine how often narratives are volunteered, to 
analyze the quality of these narratives, and to compare Advanced level narratives with 
Superior (Robin, 2011).  
Robin presents some tentative conclusions, two of which are of particular interest 
to the current consideration of advanced Arabic L2 learners. First, he concluded that 
Superior rating level test takers volunteered more and provided richer narratives than 
                                                
3 The English Language Testing System (IELTS) is an internationally standardized and administered test of 
English language ability. IELTS is owned by British Council, IDP: IELTS Australia, and Cambridge 
English Language Assessment. 
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Advanced rating level test takers (Robin, 2011), which supports Liskin-Gasparro’s 
findings with learners of Spanish. This willingness to volunteer narrative and the ability 
to provide more detail in the process may be some of the features that distinguish 
between Advanced and Superior rating level speakers, although Robin acknowledges that 
further study is needed in both Russian and other languages.  
Second, Robin notes that failed narration occurred more frequently at the 
Intermediate-High and Advanced-Low levels within his samples, which he interpreted as 
a reflection of Intermediate-High and Advanced-Low learners being less savvy in their 
avoidance strategies than learners at other levels (Robin, 2011). Both these points are 
worth exploring in Arabic language-learner data and in the context of lexical richness, as 
I will examine whether Advanced rating level test takers provide more detailed narratives 
than Intermediate rating level test takers and whether Advanced rating level test takers 
can narrate effectively by producing language that simultaneously advances a story while 
also avoiding the individual test taker’s linguistic pitfalls.  
Using spoken data elicited in the OPI presents several challenges, and I conclude 
this section with a brief overview of these difficulties. First, the test questions and format 
are not strictly standardized, a fact that allows examiners flexibility but also means that 
test takers may respond to very different prompts from one test administration to another. 
This also means that the length of each test varies and therefore the amount of time that 
each test taker is allotted to talk differs accordingly. Second, as lexical breadth and 
lexical variation are not specified by the ACTFL rating scale, neither examiner nor test 
taker need demonstrate a wide variety of lexical resources or control.  
In order to address these issues, I will be using words per minute as a way to 
account for the different test lengths. I will also focus on requests for a specific 
description—that of cities—and for narration. A restricted focus on these two examiner 
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questions will allow me to: 1) use samples in which test takers are responding to similar 
requests in order to make stronger comparisons between samples, 2) use more than one 
task type in order to analyze a broader spectrum of learner production, and 3) focus on 
exchanges that are purported to be defining tasks of the Advanced level. In addition, I 
have chosen to focus on description and narration because these are presumed to be 
common examiner requests in Intermediate and Superior level tests, which will allow me 
to compare and contrast Advanced rating level test takers’ production with production 
from Intermediate and Superior rating level test takers. 
 
ADVANCED LEARNERS 
I will now briefly turn to Heidi Byrnes’s understanding of the goals and curricular 
changes that must be made to produce advanced learners. I will explain how these 
theoretical positions are relevant to my research, before turning to the research questions 
and significance of this dissertation.  
In her 2005 article, Heidi Byrnes discusses less commonly taught languages 
(LCTL) and advanced learners, and argues for the necessity of expanding LCTL 
instructional goals to include reaching advanced levels in the second language under 
consideration (Byrnes, 2005). Rather than see this as merely a theoretical addition to the 
myriad other concerns within the fields of second and foreign language instruction, 
Byrnes argues for enshrining advanced levels of ability as a foundational principle of all 
language instruction and testing. In her view, this principle must guide and inform all 
decisions related to L2 language instruction and testing, rather than be regarded as a late 
addition to an already long list of existing concerns. I strongly agree with Byrnes’ 
position in regard to the importance of aiming for advanced abilities in an L2. While 
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foreign language instruction is often not organized around this goal of high-level 
acquisition, reaching advanced levels of ability should be the fundamental organizing 
aspiration upon which all language instruction decisions are understood. 
Like Byrnes, I recognize that making the goal of reaching advanced levels of L2 
ability a theoretical and practical starting point would demand a fundamental 
reassessment of many entrenched instructional and assessment practices in second and 
foreign language instruction in the U.S. context. While daunting, this effort could 
produce positive effects by changing the focus of instruction away from beginning and 
intermediate levels to something higher and ultimately more useful. 
By focusing on advanced capacities as a learning outcome, language instructors as 
a group would be asking how quickly and how well we can cultivate the basic skills 
necessary to prepare and push students into the wider arena of advanced ability. Rather 
than focusing on delivering particular grammar points or memorizing assigned 
vocabulary, we need to introduce a larger frame that supports teaching students how to 
learn a foreign language to a high level. This important goal can be accomplished best in 
my opinion by defining what the advanced level encompasses for different skills and 
language use areas, and then applying this knowledge to the classroom in the form of 
pedagogical approaches and curricular and extracurricular activities. This dissertation 
work will, then, take a step toward defining “advanced” speaking ability for non-native 
learners of Arabic. 
I also agree with Byrnes’ position that using “…neat distinctions about … a 
person's native language” to determine language ability is increasingly unhelpful, given 
the current globalized context in which many human beings are now called to function 
(Byrnes, 2005, p. 29). Instead, Byrnes sides with those who argue for understanding 
linguistic ability as both a product and a vehicle of social practice, and for moving away 
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from positing the ideal native speaker as the model of ultimate achievement4. I strongly 
agree with Byrnes that framing language ability as more socially driven and defined will 
necessitate fundamentally different approaches to language instruction and testing. This 
approach demands a wider consideration of what “knowing a language” means and how 
this knowledge can be presented to, practiced with, and elicited from learners. It also 
means considering different ways for how this ability should be measured. This question 
of framing is relevant to the larger context of this dissertation work, and I believe it is 
relevant to Arabic language instruction and testing in particular, as these areas could 
benefit from the employment of this theoretical starting point.  
This research purposefully assumes a focus on what Vivian Cook refers to as the 
abilities of multi-competent, non-native speakers (Cook, 1999). Arabic language 
instruction in particular has suffered from an unhelpful fixation on what native speakers 
do and do not do, which has distracted from the more pressing goal of producing non-
native speakers of the language who can interact with native speakers in a competent 
manner. The language produced to accomplish such a goal may differ significantly from 
the language produced when native speakers interact among themselves. 
It is for these reasons that I have chosen the current dissertation topic. It has 
potential to contribute to our understanding of advanced learners of Arabic - as measured 
by their achievements - and to begin the work of shifting focus away from the native/non-
                                                
4 The traditional reversion to the native/non-native speaker binary is unproductive generally and 
even more so when it comes to Arabic and other less commonly taught languages that are considered 
harder to learn. I maintain this position for three reasons: 1) the native/non-native binary instantiates a 
power dynamic that negatively effects native and non-native speakers alike, 2) it sets an unachievable goal 
for learners and undervalues their actual achievements, and 3) it deflects focus and intellectual energy from 
the pressing necessity to develop socio-linguistically appropriate ways of teaching and assessing L2 
language use and ability.  
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native binary to a more useful focus on different ways we can conceive of and test 
advanced language production by non-native speakers of Arabic. 
 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
As my interest is in investigating the productive lexical breadth and lexical 
variation of Arabic L2 production at the Advanced level, I will use the following research 
questions in this study: 
 
1. What are the average words and words per minute produced by Advanced-Mid rating 
level test takers in a subset of the OPIs under consideration? Do Intermediate-Mid 
rating level test takers produce fewer words and words per minute than Advanced-
Mid rating level test takers? Do Superior rating level test takers produce more words 
and more words per minute than Advanced-Mid speakers? 
2. What is the lexical variation in the Advanced-Mid samples as measured by type-token 
ratio (TTR)? Is this variation higher or lower than the lexical variation of test taker 
samples at the Intermediate-Mid and Superior rating levels? 
3. How many shared words produced by learners at the Advanced rating levels are from 
beyond the 2,000 most frequently used words in Arabic according to Buckwalter and 
Parkinson’s frequency dictionary (Buckwalter and Parkinson 2011)?  
4. What qualitative observations can be made about test takers’ narration and 
description attempts at the Advanced rating levels? How do these attempts compare 
to narration and description by test-takers at the Intermediate and Superior rating 
levels respectively? 
SIGNIFICANCE 
My overarching interest is in defining the kind of performance—in terms of 
lexical quantity and richness—that corresponds to a learner being rated Advanced. First, 
the purpose of this research focus is to begin building a lexical profile for advanced 
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learners of Arabic based on test taker performance in the ACTFL oral test. Second, the 
question of defining advanced ability relates very broadly to a fundamental balancing act 
that learners must cultivate in their spoken performance. This balance must be struck 
between expanding lexical production and communicative content, and minimizing the 
instances of miscommunication or possible miscommunication that can occur. It must be 
recognized that learners at the Advanced level are not able to produce error free or 
native-like oral language but instead must rely on their interlocutors to help them 
accomplish their communicative goals. The present study takes these potential limits into 
account and is focused on defining the advanced level for Arabic language learners by 
examining their lexical deployment in the context of this test. 
To my knowledge, work on vocabulary production in the OPI context has not 
been undertaken in Arabic. This research will allow me, then, to contribute new 
knowledge to the fields of Arabic and applied linguistics in three ways:  
 
1. By identifying and analyzing Advanced Arabic speakers’ vocabulary generated 
during actual learner performance, which will lead to a better understanding of the 
relationship between vocabulary and Advanced speaking ability. While we may 
assume that a focus on lexical production will provide insight into a learner’s 
speaking abilities in Arabic, there is no empirical evidence for that; 
2. By confirming or challenging the assumption that Arabic language learners, like 
non-native speakers of other languages, will produce more words at the Advanced 
level than at the Intermediate level, and, similarly, more words at the Superior 
level than at the Advanced level; and 
3. By documenting and providing observations of the quality of the description and 
narration attempts learners provide in the course of OPI interviews. 
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While ACTFL OPIs are widely employed, there have been no studies that focus 
on vocabulary production in Arabic for this test. The insights gathered from this research 
will also contribute to our evolving understanding of “advancedness,” as coined by Heidi 
Byrnes across other foreign languages (Byrnes, Weger-Guntharp, & Sprang, 2006). In 
turn, this could have implications for curriculum design and other forms of assessment 
for Advanced speakers of Arabic as well as other foreign languages. 
Lastly, we have witnessed a shift in language testing from focusing on theoretical 
rating scales to building validity arguments. Briefly stated, this shift encourages the 
examination of the test taker language produced in a test in light of the uses to which 
learners’ language abilities will be put. Further, it demands that an argument be built to 
respond to this requirement (Chapelle, Enright, & Jamieson, 2010). In order to investigate 
how language elicited in the OPI would compare to language use in non-testing 
circumstances, we must first have a detailed understanding of the language being 
produced in the OPI. This research takes one of the first steps toward examining the 
language produced in the ACTFL OPI by Arabic language learners. 
  
Structure	  of	  the	  Dissertation	  
This chapter has provided a general introduction to the study, including its 
significance and research questions. Chapter two contains a literature review of current 
theory and research on vocabulary testing and oral interviews. In chapter three, I focus on 
the methodological choices made and methods used to analyze the data. Chapter four 
presents the results of the quantitative descriptors and qualitative observations in the 
original Arabic with an accompanying English translation. Lastly, I discuss in chapter 
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five the findings and the limitations of the current work, and offer conclusions and future 
research directions. 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
In the previous chapter, I outlined the reasons for my focus on vocabulary and the 
advanced learner in particular. The ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines were explained as 
well as a select number of findings in other L2 languages, with particular attention to 
narration and description. I presented my research questions for the current study and 
explained the potential significance of this work to Arabic L2 research and language 
assessment. In this chapter, I will begin by explaining the relevance of productive 
vocabulary and speaking tests before outlining the structure of the literature review that 
follows. 
Paul Meara observes that vocabulary was not widely regarded as a compelling 
research topic in second language acquisition until the publication of Paul Nation’s 
(1990) Teaching and Learning Vocabulary (Richards et al., 2009 p. xii). However, the 
situation has changed considerably and Norbert Schmitt (2010) now reports that the 
relationship between vocabulary and language ability is well-established, and that the 
most researched areas now explore vocabulary acquisition, word use in language, and the 
inherent properties of words (Schmitt, 2010, p. 3). In regards to language testing, Charles 
Alderson states that his work on DIALANG5 led him to believe that the size of a test 
taker’s vocabulary is relevant to his or her performance on any language test (Alderson, 
2005, p. 88, emphasis added). 
Rod Ellis notes the increased interest in vocabulary and vocabulary acquisition, 
pointing out that a quick examination of topics in the most recent issue of Language 
Teaching Research shows vocabulary to be an area of strong research focus (Ellis, 2013). 
                                                
5 DIALANG is an online diagnostic language test developed with European Union funding to assess a test 
taker’s strengths and weaknesses in one of 14 different languages. It includes writing, reading, listening, 
grammar and vocabulary sections, and compares a test taker’s performance to the CEFR. 
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Likewise, foreign language teachers continue to be interested in vocabulary acquisition. 
Ernesto Macaro reports 80 teachers of modern languages in the U.K. ranked both 
vocabulary acquisition and speaking as two of their top areas of interest for research 
(Macaro, 2003, pp. 3-5). 
There are several reasons for this persistent attention. First, vocabulary knowledge 
appears to correlate strongly with general language ability in both L1 and L2 learning 
(see Daller & Xue 2007 p. 150; Schmitt, 2010, p. 3). For example, Alla Zareva (2005) 
tested 30 native and 34 L2 speakers of English, divided into intermediate and advanced 
learner groups. She designed her experiment to investigate which lexical measures were 
the most useful in detecting differences between L1 and L2 groups. She found that a 
verified self-report and vocabulary size were the two measures that correlated the most 
strongly with overall language ability and were therefore indicative of which group 
individuals belonged to (Zareva, 2005). 
Second, it is clear that learners’ lexicons grow over the time spent learning a 
language. James Milton tested 449 learners of French as a second language using a 
yes/no checklist vocabulary test in which learners reported their knowledge, and these 
estimates were adjusted based on learners’ responses to pseudo-words included in the test 
(Milton, 2008). Milton’s findings indicated that there was steady growth in the learners’ 
lexicons throughout the years he gathered his data, from the participants’ first year of 
high school through their last year at university in a British school system. He found that 
learners’ lexicons grew steadily by about 500 words per year (Milton, 2008, p. 335). 
Although the precise number may not be applicable to learners of all languages, research 
into vocabulary growth may make it possible to set reasonable benchmarks for learners 
and to provide guidelines for progression in L2 learning. 
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Third, vocabulary knowledge appears to be an area of L2 learning in which 
learners may be able to acquire L1 like lexicons. Zareva studied written word association 
tests of native and L2 speakers of English and found results that suggest it is the quantity 
of learners’ lexicons that differ, rather than the quality of their lexical knowledge 
(Zareva, 2007). Likewise, Bardel, Gudmundson, and Lindqvist examined low-frequency 
vocabulary in the speech of L2 speakers of French and Italian and suggest that learners 
may be able to cultivate native-like lexical use of low-frequency vocabulary (Bardel, 
Gudmundson, & Lindqvist, 2012). Andrea Hellman also speculates that the lexicon “may 
be the potentially most successful area of adult onset L2 learning” (Hellman, 2011, p. 
162). If this is the case, then research in the productive use of vocabulary in an L2 may 
tell us more not only about what words L2 learners produce in response to specific 
prompts, but also what ultimate attainment in this area might look like for learners of 
various languages. 
Research in receptive and productive vocabulary use has shown that these types 
of vocabulary learning differ, both in terms of the amount of effort needed to accomplish 
them (Nation, 2001, p. 32) and also in the number of words that can be used in a 
receptive or productive mode. Both Paul Nation and John Read have separately called for 
studies focusing on productive vocabulary use, arguing that we can best understand how 
learners employ their lexicons by investigating what words they produce when using their 
L2 (Nation, 2001; Read, 2000). Norbert Schmitt likewise calls the measurement of 
vocabulary in productive language use one of the “prominent knowledge gaps” in this 
area (Schmitt, 2010). 
Studying L2 vocabulary use in spoken production is also an obvious choice 
because foreign language learners are typically very interested in developing their 
speaking skills. John L. Walker documented this interest in a 1973 departmental survey 
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of 1200 university students in which the most frequent comment received was a request 
for more speaking practice (Walker, 1973, p.102) . More recently, Linda Harlow and 
Judith Muyskens piloted a survey of 471 Spanish and French students in intermediate 
language courses at a U.S. university (Harlow & Muyskens, 1994). The majority of the 
student responses in the pilot study identified learning to speak the language as the 
students’ number one goal (Harlow & Muyskens, 1994, p 143). Similarly, when Harlow 
and Muyskens used the same survey with 1,373 learners of French and Spanish in 12 
universities, they found that the majority again identified learning to speak the language 
as their primary goal. Rivera and Matsuzawa also found that speaking was the number 
one foreign language learning goal identified by 48 learners of both commonly taught 
and some LCTLs at a U.S. undergraduate institution (Rivera & Matsuzawa, 2007). 
Learners of Arabic are similar in this regard (Belnap 1987; National Middle East 
Language Resource Center 2011). In a 2010 survey conducted at a large university in 
California, Jason Vivrette found that 34 students enrolled in 2nd semester Arabic ranked, 
“holding a sustained conversation with an Arabic speaker” and “listen[ing] to and 
understand[ing] a conversation between Arabic speakers” as their two most important 
Arabic language study goals (Vivrette, 2010). Similarly, Husseinali (2006) investigated 
Arabic learner goals by surveying 120 students enrolled in first and second-year courses 
in a university setting. Husseinali divided his participant pool into those with Arab or 
Muslim religious heritage, and those without such heritage. He found that both heritage 
and non-heritage respondents reported the strongest levels of agreement with the goal to 
“converse with people” and identified this as their top learning goal (Husseinali, 2006, p. 
401). 
Despite this interest, few studies have focused on productive vocabulary use and 
L2 speaking (David, 2008). As Annabelle David puts it, “We do not have a detailed 
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picture of learners’ access to their L2 lexicon when faced with an unprepared oral task 
with an unknown interlocutor, a context frequently adopted to represent communicative 
competence” (David, 2008, p. 317). This paucity of studies that focus on productive 
vocabulary use in speaking is surprising, as David noted, given the common use of 
unrehearsed speech as a test of learners’ ability to communicate in another language and 
the general acknowledgement of the importance of vocabulary in language learning. 
Unsurprisingly, studies that have been conducted on productive vocabulary use in 
speaking have largely focused on learners of English or other more commonly taught 
languages as I will detail below, and have not yet included many samples from non-
Germanic or non-Romance languages. Therefore, the addition of studies from other 
language families will be critical in providing support for or drawing into question 
findings based largely on English and other more commonly taught languages. 
The literature review below is divided into three main parts: 1) vocabulary and 
measurement in L2 research, 2) previous studies on ACTFL OPIs, less commonly taught 
languages and speaking tests, and 3) previous research on L2 learners of Arabic. 
 
VOCABULARY AND MEASUREMENT IN L2 RESEARCH 
Crossley, Salsbury, McNamara and Jarvis use the broad term lexical proficiency 
(Crossley, Salsbury, McNamara, & Jarvis, 2011, p. 182) to refer to a speaker’s ability to 
employ his or her lexicon, and argue that lexical proficiency should be regarded as a 
composite of three components of vocabulary knowledge: the number of words a person 
knows (lexical breadth), how well a person knows these words (lexical depth), and how 
quickly a word can be retrieved or processed (what Crossley and colleagues term lexical 
processing) (Crossley, Salsbury, McNamara, & Jarvis, 2011, p. 182). They also argue for 
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using spoken data to estimate speakers’ lexical proficiency because of its “spontaneous 
and unmonitored” nature (Crossley, Salsbury, McNamara, & Jarvis, 2011, p. 189). 
Using this definition of lexical proficiency, Crossley and his colleagues tested 
whether computerized lexical indices based on vocabulary breadth, depth of knowledge, 
and lexical retrieval and processing ability could predict human ratings of L2 speech in 
English. They used samples from 29 learners with a Korean, Arabic, Mandarin, Spanish, 
French, Japanese, or Turkish L1 (Crossley, Salsbury, McNamara, & Jarvis, 2011). The 
variables that produced the strongest correlations with human raters’ evaluations of the 
speech samples were lexical diversity (measured using Malvern and Richard’s D), word 
imagability (how easily a word can be imagined as an image), word familiarity, and 
hypernymy (how specific or general a word is) (Crossley, Salsbury, McNamara, & Jarvis, 
2011, p. 189)6. 
Crossley and his colleagues found that lexical diversity explained 45% of the 
human ratings variation (Crossley, Salsbury, McNamara, & Jarvis, 2011, p. 190), and 
stated that greater lexical diversity in this speech data correlated with the production of 
less easily visualized and less familiar words. They note that this appears to differ from 
their findings using written samples collected from English language learners. The 
authors speculate that the contextual nature of speaking might allow for the production of 
less imagable and less familiar words (Crossley, Salsbury, McNamara, & Jarvis, 2011, p. 
191). This strengthens the supposition that increased lexical diversity and use of more 
abstract vocabulary correspond to higher ratings of speech samples, assuming the use of a 
reliable rating method. In contrast, the word qualities that were among the least predictive 
                                                
6 Malvern and Richards’s D uses a computer program that takes random samples of the words produced in 
a transcript and makes a best fitting curve to approximate the lexical richness of the sample (Daller and 
Xue pp 151-152). 
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were word frequency and word meaningfulness, i.e. the number of other words with 
which a particular term is associated (Crossley, Salsbury, McNamara, & Jarvis, 2011, p. 
189). If these findings hold true for Arabic, then a reliable measure of lexical diversity 
should discriminate between Arabic L2 speakers at different ability levels. In contrast, 
word frequency counts for words that Arabic learners produce should not discriminate 
between speakers of differing abilities. 
In a separate study, Crossley and Salsbury examined which lexical indices could 
predict the nouns and verbs L2 English language users produced in spontaneous speech 
(Crossley & Salsbury, 2010). They compiled two lists using speech corpora gathered 
from L1 and L2 speakers of English, and then analyzed these lists to understand which 
lexical indices predicted the words most frequently produced by the L2 speakers in the 
study. Their findings indicate that the nouns produced were “more frequent, more 
meaningful, and more familiar” (Crossley & Salsbury, 2010, p. 121). Verbs were also 
found to be more frequent, meaningful and familiar like nouns. In addition, they were 
found to be more general than those of the verbs not produced by the L2 speakers of 
English. (Crossley & Salsbury, 2010, p. 115). This lends support to the idea that lexical 
indices like frequency, familiarity, and meaningfulness may determine whether the words 
are produced or not in L2 speech. 
Salsbury, Crossley, and McNamara examined the psycholinguistic information 
available for the lexical items produced in a spoken corpus collected from 6 learners of 
English over a year (Salsbury, Crossley, & McNamara, 2011). Drawing on findings from 
L1 studies, the authors reported that words with higher imagability and meaningfulness 
are considered easier to learn, while words with lower scores in these two areas are 
considered harder to learn (Salsbury, Crossley & McNamara, 2011, p. 356). They 
compared word concreteness, imagability, and word meaningfulness scores for the words 
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produced by their L2 speakers, using the psycholinguistic information available in the 
Medical Research Council Psycholinguistic Database (Salsbury, Crossley, & McNamara, 
2011, p. 343). Repeated ANOVAs showed significant changes in word concreteness, 
imagability, and meaningfulness based on the amount of time learners had spent studying 
the language and that the words that learners produced became “more abstract and less 
context dependent” over time (Salsbury, Crossley, & McNamara, 2011, p. 343). 
It is of particular interest that the concreteness scores of words produced by 
learners over the course of the year decreased. Salsbury and his colleagues argued that 
the concreteness of the words produced was unrelated to the speaking tasks used to elicit 
the samples. They reported that their study participants did not produce more abstract 
language in response to the abstract terms offered to them (such as “lonely” or 
“confused”) until after their first month of study (Salsbury, Crossley, & McNamara, 
2011, p. 355). Likewise, there were also decreases in imagability scores as learners’ 
abilities increased, further supporting the position that learners were producing more 
abstract vocabulary (Salsbury, Crossley, & McNamara, 2011, p. 356). Lastly, learners 
produced words that had lower meaningfulness scores later in the year, indicating that the 
words they said had fewer other words associated with them. Although comparable 
psycholinguistic data is not available for Arabic, this finding suggests that learners of 
Arabic and other LCTLs may also produce more abstract words as they progress in their 
language learning. 
In addition to studying word properties such as imagability and concreteness, 
researchers have attempted to isolate words that should be considered advanced based on 
considerations of both word frequency data and lexical richness measurements. Early in 
this type of research, it was assumed that lower frequency vocabulary would be harder to 
acquire, and therefore production of these words in written or spoken samples would 
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indicate more advanced abilities in the language. For example, Ovtcharov, Cobb, and 
Halter (2006) transcribed the oral production of 48 Canadian government functionaries 
who were classified as intermediate and advanced L2 speakers of French. Among other 
findings, their research indicated that the advanced L2 speakers produced a greater 
proportion of low-frequency words than the intermediate speakers (Ovtcharov, Cobb, & 
Halter, 2006, p. 115). 
Lindqvist, Bardel and Gudmundson similarly experimented in using word 
frequency data to distinguish between speech data gathered from intermediate and 
advanced Swedish L1 learners of French and Italian, using native-speaker data as a 
control (Lindqvist, Bardel, & Gudmundson, 2011). They based their work on Batia 
Laufer and Paul Nation’s Lexical Frequency Profiler (LFP), a measure of lexical richness 
that is based on lists of word frequency in English (Lindqvist, Bardel, & Gudmundson, 
2011, p. 222) and used primarily on written data produced by learners of English. 
Although a lexical profiler is beyond the scope of the current research, the findings are 
useful to include, in light of the potential relationship between low frequency words and 
advanced speaking ability. 
Lindqvist and her colleagues developed and applied an LFP for French and Italian 
L2 spoken data to test the measure’s ability to categorize learners according to their 
spoken lexical production in a language other than English. In the LFP’s first iterations, 
they developed French and Italian profilers based solely on frequency data for these 
languages. They found that the lexical profilers differentiated between the two groups of 
intermediate and advanced learners of French and Italian. However, the profilers also 
indicated that the scores for L2 learners of French were similar to those of the French L1 
control group, while the scores for L2 learners of Italian did not indicate that they had 
low-frequency word scores similar to those of the Italian native-speaker controls 
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(Lindqvist, Bardel, & Gudmunson, 2011). This supports the position that frequency data 
offers some potential for differentiating learner abilities, but it is unclear why L2 learners 
of French would display scores similar to native-speakers’ scores while L2 learners of 
Italian would not. In a separate article, Linqvist speculates that the uncertain results may 
be partially due to the fact that the frequency data was developed for written production, 
rather than oral production, but this did not explain the difference between the two 
languages (Lindqvist, 2010). 
In order to refine the LFPs’ abilities to place L2 learners, Bardel and Lindqvist 
undertook a related study. They examined the words that contributed to the lexical 
richness scores and noted that some thematic vocabulary and cognates were coded in the 
vocabulary profilers as “advanced” simply by virtue of being low-frequency words in 
general language use (Bardel & Lindqvist, 2011). While these words may be low-
frequency in a strict sense, they may actually be common to materials used to teach L2 
learners of the language or may be cognates in learners’ L1 and therefore easier to 
acquire. If lexical richness measures are based solely on measures of frequency, then 
these words (which the authors refer to as “thematic vocabulary” and cognates, 
respectively) might drive up the lexical richness numbers and provide misleading results.  
Bardel and Lindqvist therefore examined outliers in their word frequency profile 
data, using two learners of French and two of Italian who scored the lowest and highest 
respectively according to the LFP that Bardel and Lindqvist had developed based solely 
on frequency data. They then excluded thematic vocabulary and cognates shared between 
learners’ L1 and L2 in order to develop a more precise profiler. Bardel and Lindqvist’s 
findings appear to indicate that word frequency data alone may not be sufficient to 
distinguish between L2 learners’ spoken production levels and that the definition of low-
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frequency (and therefore differentiating for the purposes of lexical richness) would have 
to exclude some cognates and essential thematic vocabulary (Bardel & Lindqvist, 2011). 
In another study focusing on lexical richness, Daller and Xue measured the lexical 
richness of L1 Chinese speakers of L2 English to see which measures would provide the 
best discrimination among differing levels of ability. They gathered samples from two 
groups: 26 L1 Chinese speakers studying in the U.K., and 24 L1 Chinese speakers living 
in China and taking English as a foreign language for their undergraduate degrees (Daller 
& Xue, 2007). The authors began their experiment with the assumption that longer 
lengths of residency in an English-speaking environment would lead to greater ability in 
English and that this difference would be reflected in higher lexical richness values for 
the group studying in the U.K. (Daller & Xue, 2007, p. 155). 
Daller and Xue gave participants a picture description task and a C-test. The 
authors did not find a significant difference between the two groups using type-token 
ratio7 (TTR) and argued that TTR does not appear to be a valid measure of lexical 
richness when participant ability levels differ (Daller & Xue, 2007, p. 164). However, 
they did find significant differences between the two ability groups in terms of the 
number of types (i.e. verbs, nouns, adjectives, etc.) test takers produced in the picture 
description task. They also found significant differences in lexical diversity. To measure 
lexical diversity, they used Guiraud’s Index and Malvern and Richards’s D (Daller & 
Xue, 2007, p. 164)8. Daller and Xue’s study supports the position that word types and 
lexical diversity measures may discriminate between different groups of test takers, but 
                                                
7 TTR is a widely used measure of lexical richness, using the number of different word types divided by the 
total number of words in a sample. However, TTR is affected by text length, meaning that a longer text is 
likely to have a lower TTR than a shorter text (Read 2000 p. 201). 
8 Guiraud’s Index is an attempt to overcome the limitations of the widely used Type-Token Ratio (TTR). 
TTR is a ratio of the different types of words over the total number of words and is effected by increasing 
text length. Guiraud’s Index uses a square root (G = types/√tokens) in order to adjust for this limitation. 
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their study casts doubt on the use of TTR for measuring the lexical richness of spoken 
language from speakers of differing abilities. 
In another study of English L2 speakers, Iwashita, Brown, McNamara, and 
O’Hagan analyzed 200 recordings gathered in the Test of English as a Foreign Language 
(TOEFL) Internet-based test (iBT) (Iwashita, Brown, McNamara, & O’Hagan, 2008). 
They used multiple measures on the TOEFL iBT samples to determine if vocabulary, 
fluency, pronunciation or grammatical accuracy and complexity distinguished between 
test takers at different levels. They found that while all these measures contributed to the 
overall ratings to a certain degree, aspects of vocabulary and fluency had the greatest 
impact. Specifically, Iwashita and her colleagues found that vocabulary type and token 
were the most important in the category of vocabulary. They also found that speech rate, 
defined as the total number of syllables divided by the total number of seconds and 
excluding pauses of three or more seconds, was the most important measure for fluency 
(Iwashita, Brown, McNamara, & O’Hagan, 2008, p. 34). 
 The preceding studies have used different means of eliciting speech samples from 
L2 learners and it is well known that task variation may introduce measurement error 
(Fulcher & Reiter 2003; Lumley & O’Sullivan 2005; Taguchi 2007). Task type may also 
affect the lexical diversity and lexical types found in L2 learner speech. For example, 
Bulté and his colleagues’ longitudinal study gathered spoken data in French and Dutch 
using Mercer Mayer's 1969 "Frog, where are you?" (Bulté, Housen, Pierrard, & Van 
Daele, 2008). The participant pool consisted of 19 Dutch L1 and 19 French L1 speakers 
at 12-14 years of age. The French L1 speakers were used as the control group and both 
groups contributed samples over two years. Bulté and his colleagues used measures of 
types, lexical classes, and lexical diversity to measure the lexical growth of their L1 
Dutch participants’ speech. 
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They found that verbs were most common in both their L1 Dutch and L2 French 
samples, followed by nouns, and then adjectives; they also found that adjectives 
constituted a far smaller component of their data than verbs or nouns (Bulté, Housen, 
Peirrard, & Van Daele, 2008, p. 288). The dominance of verbs in the participants’ speech 
data is note-worthy given Annabelle David’s findings on this subject. David found that 
L2 French learners tended to produce more nouns than verbs in earlier stages of learning, 
even though they were also asked to narrate a set of pictures involving actions (David, 
2008). Likewise, Ellis reports that nouns are the most likely to be learned first, and 
therefore it would be logical to expect that more nouns than other lexical types would be 
produced in lower levels of speech production (Ellis, 1995). It is possible that the 
different elicitation techniques in these studies may have affected the speech samples that 
were gathered. However, assuming the elicitation techniques were similar, the question of 
whether nouns or verbs make up the majority of speech production at lower levels 
appears not to have been definitively settled. 
 
PREVIOUS STUDIES ON ACTFL OPIS, LESS COMMONLY TAUGHT LANGUAGES AND 
SPEAKING TESTS 
 
The ACTFL OPI is widely used to evaluate speaking ability in secondary and 
university foreign language programs in the U.S. (Norris & Pfeiffer, 2003) and is the 
most widely used test to evaluate Arabic speaking ability (Eisele, 2006). The test results 
are also used to make high stakes decisions such as teacher certification in Arabic and 
other languages (Glisan, Swender, & Surface, 2013). While some may argue about its 
appropriateness given the type of communication it elicits and the numerous ways it is 
used (see for example Halleck 1992; Johnson 2000; Meredith 1990), the ACTFL OPI 
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continues to be a widely used test in the U.S., which makes it a compelling setting for 
examining L2 oral production.  
The ACTFL OPI is an oral assessment administered by an ACTFL certified 
examiner to one test taker at a time and recorded, either face-to-face or over the phone 
(Swender, 2003, p. 520). According to Elvira Swender, telephone tests constituted 95% 
of the ratings issued in 2003 (Swender, 2003, p. 521). For the rating to be considered 
official, the first examiner must give an initial rating of the recording and then a second 
examiner must rate the same recording blindly (meaning that the second examiner does 
not know the first examiner’s rating). If there is a discrepancy between the two 
independent ratings, then a third examiner settles the issue (Swender, 2003). In the words 
of Swender, the test is intended to appear “interactive and continuously adapt[ive]” while 
also following the requirements of ACTFL testing procedures (Swender, 2003, p. 520). 
Therefore, the test does not have a prescribed set of questions and the examiner does not 
follow a set script when conducting the test (Swender, 2003). As mentioned earlier, this 
results in tests of varying lengths and differing content. This also means that examiners 
can choose to introduce topics and phrase their questions to test takers in different ways. 
Over the past 20 years, there have been a number of studies focused on the 
discourse of test taker production elicited by oral interviews (Halleck, 1995). Leo Van 
Lier published one of the earliest works in this area in 1989. Van Lier attempted to 
examine the OPI from the “inside out” and questioned whether OPIs were instances of 
conversation, which was an early controversial assertion made by test designers. Van Lier 
critically examined transcripts and recordings of OPIs, and his own experiences as an 
OPI test taker and examiner. He raised several objections to version of OPIs being used at 
the time and made suggestions for future research. Many of his suggestions were taken 
up by other scholars in examinations of test taker production (Lazaraton, 1992; Liskin-
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Gasparro, 1996a & 1996b), examiner behavior (Brown, 2003; Halleck, 1992), rater 
behavior and reliability (Halleck, 1996; Thompson, 1995; Shohamy, 1983; Surface & 
Dierdorff, 2003), and the validity and applications of the OPI (Chambless, 2012; 
Dandonoli & Henning, 1990; Fulcher, 1996; Henning, 1992; Herzog, 2003; Johnson, 
2000 & 2001; Kagan & Friedman, 2003; Meredith, 1990; Swender, 2003). 
Elana Shohamy’s early findings in 1983 support using an Oral Interview (an early 
forerunner of what would become the ACTFL OPI) to reliably assess L2 speaking 
abilities, despite what she calls its subjective nature (Shohamy, 1983). Marysia Johnson 
disputed initial claims made by Educational Testing Services (the testing agency that 
administered the OPI before ACTFL) that the OPI was similar to a conversation. Johnson 
instead argued that discourse analysis revealed it to be more like a research interview 
(Johnson, 2000). After several revisions of the OPI testing techniques and rater training 
methods, Swender now calls the ACTFL OPI a “valid and reliable test method” in a 
“conversation format” (rather than representing actual conversation) and cites Dandonoli 
& Henning 1990, Thompson 1995, and Surface & Dierdorff 2003 to support her position 
(Swender, 2003, p. 520). Irene Thompson’s (1995) study tested interrater reliability 
across five different languages and found that interrater reliability scores were consistent 
across these languages, lending credence to Swender’s claims of reliability. However, 
Glenn Fulcher takes issue with Dandonoli & Henning’s 1990 study on the OPI’s validity 
claims. Fulcher presented an argument disputing Dandonoli and Henning’s methods, 
arguing that the resulting claims for ACTFL OPI’s validity were “tenuous” at best 
(Fulcher, 1996).  
Given this ongoing debate, there have been several calls for continued and 
expanded research (Chalhoub-Deville, 2003; Malone, 2003). For example, Margaret 
Malone argues for including learners of LCTLs because the majority of the research 
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conducted before her article’s publication in 2003 used learners of English as participants 
(Malone, 2003, p. 494). Recent contributions in this area have included studies with 
learners of Hindi (Ilieva, 2012), Japanese (Watanabe, 2003), and Russian (Fedchak, 
2007; Isurin, 2012; Kagan & Friedman, 2003; Mikhailova, 2005, 2007a, & 2007b; 
Rifkin, 2002, 2003, & 2005; Robin, 2011 & 2012). However, it is clear that there is still a 
lack of studies focused on the discourse of test takers speaking non-Romance languages 
in the ACTFL OPI. 
Among the more recent contributions to this area, Ludmila Isurin studied the 
“narrative/descriptive/circumlocution patterns” in speech samples gathered from 23 
monolingual speakers of Russian, 10 bilingual Russian-English speakers, and 10 speakers 
of Russian as a foreign language (Isurin, 2012). Isurin focused on comparing the qualities 
of speech samples elicited from learners and bilingual speakers to the samples elicited 
from native-speakers. Isurin predicted and found that native-speakers produced fewer 
words than the L2 and bilingual speakers (Isurin, 2012, p. 210). She also predicted and 
found support for the hypothesis that native-speakers’ descriptions would contain fewer 
modifiers than the learners’ and bilinguals’ speech (Isurin, 2012, p. 210). Her findings 
imply that the educated, native-speaker standard may not be the appropriate one to apply 
to L2 speaker samples, given that the native speaker controls produced fewer words and 
fewer modifiers than both the monolingual and bilingual L2 speakers. However, she 
acknowledges that one of the major limitations of her study was the fact that she used 
OPIs to gather data from the L2 Russian learners and guided, phone interviews with the 
monolingual native speakers (Isurin, 2012, p. 212). 
In another contribution from Russian, Kimberly Fedchak (2007) gathered six 
Superior level OPI recordings from L2 Russian speakers and elicited feedback on the 
speakers’ strengths and weaknesses from five native-speaker judges, all of whom were 
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Moscow State University faculty. The native-speaker judges commented on over 300 
individual specific phrases found in the recordings. Fedchak reports that in response to 
the 25 hours of interviews she collected, the judges’ most positive and negative 
evaluations had to do with L2 speakers’ word choice. Fedchak interprets the findings of 
her dissertation work thus: “the single most important investment that can be made in 
interlanguage at the Superior level is an investment in the development of a broad, 
diverse, richly–textured, and well–understood vocabulary” (Fedchak, 2007). While the 
same may not apply to the ACTFL Advanced level, it is reasonable to assume that a 
similar focus on vocabulary at slightly lower levels of ability may also differentiate 
Advanced rating level speakers from Intermediate rating level speakers. 
Examiners may also play a role in the quality or quantity of vocabulary produced. 
Annie Brown studied examiner style variation and its potential effect on speaking test 
results (Brown, 2003). Although examiner and score variation are not the focus of my 
study, it is a possible source of variation in rating results in general, and therefore I am 
including these points in the overall consideration of the limitations of using speaking 
tests to investigate learners’ lexical production. In Brown’s work, she examines two tests 
conducted with the same candidate (referred to as “Esther”), in the context of the 
International English Language Testing Service Speaking Module requirements. Brown 
chose two interviewers, one male and one female, to conduct tests with Esther to compare 
interviewer style and its effect on the language elicited throughout the interview. Brown 
did not examine gender as a factor in her study, citing a study by O’Loughlin (2000) that 
found no evidence for the sex of the interviewer affecting IELTS ratings nor any support 
for the commonly assumed differences between female and male interviewer speech. 
Brown used data from a previous study by Brown and Hill 1998. In this study, she 
and her co-author gathered multiple speaking tests with a single subject (Esther). Brown 
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then chose two interviews to use as stimuli, one given by the examiner ranked as the 
easiest (Pam) and one by the examiner ranked as the hardest (Ian). Brown then elicited 
eight independent ratings of the interviews with Esther, ensuring that no rater listened to 
both Pam and Ian’s recordings during the course of any one listening session. The 
independent examiners gave Esther a higher mean score for her interview with Pam than 
they gave for her interview with Ian. 
Brown used conversation analysis to analyze both examiners’ interviewing styles 
and argued that the differing strategies employed by the examiners resulted in 
qualitatively different speech samples, despite the fact that they came from the same test 
taker, were elicited under the same testing conditions, and were recorded on the same 
day. Specifically, Brown argued that the examiners’ differing approaches to dealing with 
topics contributed to the variation. Pam appeared to use closed questions to introduce 
topics (“Do you have a room on your own?”) and then followed up with a broader 
question to elicit description (“Can you describe your room to me?”) (Brown, 2003, p. 9). 
Brown also noted that Pam engaged in topic recycling, maintained topic continuity 
between her prompts, and consistently closed topics in a similar fashion (Brown, 2003, p. 
10-11). Ian also began with closed questions, but he did not follow up as Pam did when 
Esther did not elaborate on her response. His questioning style appeared less explicit to 
Brown and appeared to elicit much less language than Pam’s questions (Brown, 2003, p. 
13). 
Lorenzo-Dus and Meara examined all of these areas at once by looking at test 
taker word types and variation, and examiner accommodation and ratings of vocabulary 
use in a performance test. They gathered samples from 29 high school L1 English 
students taking an oral test in Spanish. They recorded the tests conducted by an examiner 
who was unknown to the students before she administered the test (Lorenzo-Dus & 
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Meara, 2005). The examiner was asked to rate the students’ use of vocabulary as well as 
other qualities of their speech, including pronunciation and fluency (Lorenzo-Dus & 
Meara, 2005, p. 244). The authors’ working hypotheses were as follows: 1) that both the 
total number of word types and diversity values would correlate with the vocabulary 
grades, and 2) that low levels of test taker vocabulary production would correspond with 
higher levels of examiner accommodation. The authors examined the interviews for 
instances of examiner accommodation that had the greatest impact on test taker 
vocabulary production and identified three strategies: 1) when the examiner simplified 
questions or statements, 2) when she supplied or completed missing vocabulary, or 3) 
when she used confirmation questions to check her own or the test taker’s understanding 
(Lorenzo-Dus & Meara, 2005, p. 248). 
In addition to examiner strategies, Lorenzo-Dus and Meara found that the total 
number of word types was significant and discriminated between ability levels (Lorenzo-
Dus & Meara, 2005, p. 245). They found that there was more vocabulary variation among 
the students who received higher vocabulary grades of As and Bs than among the 
students who received lower vocabulary grades of Cs and Ds. They interpret this as an 
indication that the examiner took lexical diversity into account when asked to assess L2 
learners’ vocabulary production. Second, they found that increased examiner 
accommodation correlated with lower grades on the test (Lorenzo-Dus & Meara, 2005, p. 
248). This provides support for what is observed anecdotally in speaking tests, namely 
that examiners appear to rephrase and intervene more when a test taker has difficulty 
responding. However, Lorenzo-Dus and Meara found that lexical diversity (as measured 
by Malvern and Richards’s D) did not discriminate between abilities in their test taker 
groups (Lorenzo-Dus & Meara, 2005, p. 245). This raises the question as to whether or 
 39 
not these test takers were too similar in ability for lexical diversity measures to 
discriminate between them. 
In addition to examiner effects, the nature of the speaking task may affect the 
language produced; for example narration and descriptions may require different 
vocabulary. Judith Liskin-Gasparro published a case study of one L2 speaker of Spanish 
who – by coincidence – narrated the same story twice in two different ACTFL OPI tests 
administered at the beginning and end of a summer program, one test resulting in an 
ACTFL Intermediate9 level rating and the second resulting in an ACTFL Advanced level 
rating (Liskin-Gasparro, 1996a). Liskin-Gasparro transcribed and analyzed both 
recordings, and found that both her subject’s stories met the requirements for narration 
set forth by William Labov (Labov, 1972) and both had the same content. However, 
Liskin-Gasparro found that the subject’s story at the ACTFL Advanced level showed an 
ability to address the listener’s perspective and better integration than it had at the 
ACTFL Intermediate level (Liskin-Gasparro, 1996a, p. 183). 
In contrast, Julia Mikhailova focused on the task of description in OPIs and in 
Simulated Oral Proficiency Interviews (SOPIs), the latter using the same rating scale with 
recorded prompts in place of live testers (Mikhailova, 2007a). Mikhailova chose 
description as her task focus because it is a defining ability of the ACTFL Advanced 
rating band, according to Elvira Swender’s 1999 ACTFL OPI tester trainer manual 
(Mikhailova, 2007a, p. 588). The ACTFL OPI tester manual differentiates between 
description and narration, stating that description should focus on a place, object, or 
person, and narration should revolve around an event or events (Swender, 1999, p. 122). 
Mikhailova compared the tasks that were meant to elicit description in 31 OPIs and 38 
                                                
9 The ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines did not include sublevels until the 1999 version (Surface & Dierdorff 
2003 p. 508). 
 40 
SOPIs collected in Russian (Mikhailova, 2007a, p. 588). She found that the SOPI 
prompts on how people’s birthdays are celebrated and how test takers spend their 
summers gathered narrative responses instead of the intended descriptions (Mikhailova, 
2007a, p. 588-590). The most successful prompts in both OPIs and SOPIs were requests 
for descriptions of places or cities, rather than people (Mikhailova, 2007a, p. 594).  
Previous work on the ACTFL OPI, LCTLs, and speaking tests can be 
characterized as covering three broad areas: 1) characteristics of the test in question and 
the performances produced in response to a particular test, 2) aspects of examiner 
behavior and test taker performance, and 3) test tasks. With regard to the ACTFL OPI 
specifically, there was some early debate surrounding its characterization as a 
conversation, examiner reliability, and test taker performance. The issues surrounding 
labeling it a conversation have largely been settled; it is not a conversation in the ways in 
which applied linguists conceive of conversation. Elvira Swender, for example, 
characterizes the OPI as taking place in a “conversation format,” by which she appears to 
mean simply that there are two people talking to one another during the test. However, 
the research findings are less clear in regard to examiner behavior in the OPI and other 
speaking tests, and aspects of test taker performance like vocabulary use. What has been 
established is that examiner behavior affects test taker performance, which appears to 
correlate with the vocabulary produced by test takers. Test tasks may also affect the 
vocabulary produced by test takers, and it appears that requests for narration and 
description, particularly in the case of the OPI and SOPI, may sometimes be difficult to 
distinguish from one another. Although the number of studies focusing on description is 
limited, Julia Mikhailova’s work appears to indicate that descriptions of cities elicit the 
desired test taker speech better than requests for descriptions of other topics.  
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PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON L2 LEARNERS OF ARABIC 
 
Mahmoud Al-Batal notes that the interest in L2 Arabic speaking began in the 
1970s and 1980s in response to broader changes in foreign language education (Al-Batal, 
1995, p. 116). One of the earlier studies in this area, Ahmed Fakhri’s case study (1984) 
involved the elicitation of speech samples from a L2 Arabic speaker over the course of 
four weeks. His study subject had spent three years in Morocco; however, when he 
gathered speech samples from the subject, she had not used Moroccan Arabic for four 
years. Using these samples, he argues that communicative strategies are not used at 
random, but rather that this L2 speaker of Arabic used specific communicative strategies 
in particular ways in order to further narratives she would otherwise not have been able to 
maintain. 
As mentioned in the introduction, Al-Batal has argued for regarding vocabulary 
learning as a core need for L2 learners of Arabic at all stages of learning. To that end, he 
has called for more research into several areas, including word frequency counts for 
Arabic words and investigating the ways in which Arabic L2 learners’ linguistic skills are 
affected by their lexical resources (Al-Batal, 2006, p. 339). Salim Khaldieh made a 
significant contribution in this area by studying the effects of knowledge of vocabulary 
and case markings on L2 Arabic learners’ reading comprehension. In a study conducted 
with 46 participants, he found that vocabulary scores had a high correlation (Pearson’s r 
= .90 with p < .001) with reading comprehension scores, but that knowledge of the case 
marking system did not (Khaldieh, 2001). 
Given that Arabic is a Semitic language, some research in this area has also 
focused on word patterns and roots as an estimate of Arabic vocabulary. For example, 
Sami Boudelaa and William Marslen-Wilson found that there are 2,324 word patterns 
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and 5,336 root combinations currently in use in Modern Standard Arabic (Boudelaa & 
Marslen-Wilson, 2010). This finding indicates that the challenge before learners is 
formidable, even if they do not need to learn every possible word or root combination. 
Giselle Khoury’s recent dissertation (2008) tested the hypothesis that instruction in the 
root and pattern systems in Arabic would lead to increased morphological awareness, 
which would lead subsequently to increased vocabulary acquisition. Using immediate 
and delayed post-tests on 109 non-native learners of Arabic in their first or second 
semester of instruction, Khoury found a facilitating relationship of root and pattern 
instruction, and an increased ability to interpret unfamiliar words. However, Khoury did 
not find any effect on learners’ retention of new words despite the fact that root and 
pattern instruction allowed them to make educated guesses about meaning (Khoury, 
2008). 
Other notable contributions include May George’s dissertation (2011) on teacher 
scaffolding and novice L2 Arabic learners and Nader Morkus’s (2009) dissertation 
examining the pragmatic competence of intermediate and advanced L2 Arabic speakers. 
However, there are no studies to date that focus on spoken vocabulary production and 
advanced L2 speakers of Arabic that I am aware of; this may be attributable to the fact 
that fewer learners reach the advanced stage of Arabic via classroom instruction 
compared with learners of other languages. Brown reports that, according to the Modern 
Language Association’s report of 2006, the ratio between first and second year students 
of Arabic and those enrolled beyond the second year level was 8:1 (Brown, 2009, p. 407). 
This is obviously worrying to those interested in LCTLs, as this includes the enrollment 
increases produced by events of the early 2000’s. This ratio compares unfavorably with 
Spanish, which has only five 1st or 2nd year students to each upper level student, and 
Chinese, which reports a slightly better ratio of 9:2. 
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There are notable programs working to remedy this situation. For example, the 
Center for Arabic Study Abroad (CASA) at the American University in Cairo is known 
as “a model of best-practice in Arabic study abroad programs” (Ryding, 2006, p. 17). 
CASA has been training advanced L2 learners of Arabic since 1967 (Abdalla, 2006, p. 
321) and most recently welcomed 46 more fellows in 2012 (Soliman, 2012, p. 4). In 
addition, the previously mentioned NSEP Foreign Language Flagship programs have 
begun establishing themselves in this regard as well. The NSEP Flagship program annual 
report notes that four Arabic learners scored at the ACTFL Superior rating level, after 
finishing the Overseas Flagship program (National Security Education Program, 2012, p. 
40). However, the number of advanced L2 learners of Arabic still remains small in 
comparison to learners of other languages in the U.S. context. 
These smaller numbers also have implications for language testing. For example, 
Winke and Aquil note that there were not enough advanced students among the 500 
recruited to test the validity of the Superior-level questions for the Online Arabic 
Proficiency Test developed by the Center for Applied Linguistics in 2000 (Winke & 
Aquil, 2006). Unfortunately, this confirms what many Arabic instructors and learners 
observe anecdotally in programs with more than one level, i.e. that many learners stop 
taking Arabic in the university classroom after the first or second year. This means that 
the small number of learners who choose to study Arabic typically shrinks to an even 
smaller number at the advanced level. 
 Examining commonly held stereotypes about Arabic language study may help 
shed light on why so few learners reach higher levels of ability. Bergman’s 2009 article 
includes some of the myths that surround Arabic language study and teaching. She 
documented her experiences working as a professor of Arabic and serving as the 
executive head of the American Association of Teachers of Arabic beginning in 2007. 
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She noted the increased enrollments after September 11, 2001 and argued that the field of 
Arabic instruction is now entering an important shift toward longer-term planning 
(Bergman, 2009, p. 2).  
Although these developments are encouraging, Bergman identified several points 
about Arabic that she believes need to be addressed to encourage better language 
instruction and learning. Although Bergman’s observations are based on her own 
personal experience, I present them here because they are relevant to the research I am 
undertaking. Of the myths Bergman identified, the most well-known is that Arabic is an 
impossible language to learn. Bergman noted that both native and non-native-speakers 
have reached high levels of ability in the language, and proposed that this myth be 
reframed as “Arabic is not inherently different; it is simply time-consuming” (Bergman, 
2009, p. 3). While this quotation may appear flippant taken out of context, the tone of 
Bergman’s writing suggests this is intended in a very considered and serious sense. She 
cited the often-referenced contact hours required for learners of Arabic (and Chinese, 
Japanese, and Korean) to achieve ILR 3/3+ and argued that this represents a challenge, 
but in her opinion one measured in terms of time required, rather than inherent difficulty. 
I agree with Bergman that many non-native-speakers can and do reach high levels 
of ability in Arabic, but it is difficult to point to documented, published achievements that 
are not produced by a particular program (for a notable exception of several L2 learners 
who acquired Arabic to a high level see Ioup, Boustagui, El Tigi, & Moselle, 1994). This 
is one way the current research will contribute: by providing vocabulary-related data to 
understand what can be considered “advanced” ability for L2 Arabic speakers’ 
vocabulary. In this study, the backgrounds of the individuals and their previous study 
history are unknown; they will be judged on their productive lexical ability, rather than 
how or where they learned to produce this language. 
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There is also a clear need for more studies of productive vocabulary use, 
particularly in less commonly taught languages (LCTLs). However, there are several 
challenges to researching productive vocabulary use in speaking, and in Arabic in 
particular. As Annie Brown’s findings attest, it is important to acknowledge examiner 
style and examiner accommodation as a source of potential variation. While I will not be 
addressing this in the dissertation directly, I will offer some observations on this point in 
the Arabic interviews I examine. 
 Given the findings from lexical richness in other languages, the following are my 
working hypotheses for this research: 1) ACTFL Advanced rating level participants’ 
token production throughout a test should be greater than the production of ACTFL 
Intermediate rating test takers and lower than the production of the Superior rating test 
takers, 2) higher lexical richness should distinguish higher test ratings, and 3) task type 
may affect lexical richness, so description and narration samples must be isolated to 
compare the lexical richness and lexical breadth produced in response to these prompts. 
 Hypothesis #1 will be operationalized as average words and average 
words/minute produced over the length of the entire test. Given that examiners are 
permitted to conduct tests of various lengths by the ACTFL testing procedures, the 
number of words will be divided by the number of minutes recorded in each sample to 
account for this variation. The average number of words per minute is expected to be 
lower for Intermediate rating level test takers, higher for Advanced rating level test 
takers, and highest for Superior rating level test takers. Independent-samples t-tests will 
be used to discern whether or not this difference is significant. 
 For hypothesis #2, lexical richness will be measured by TTR. Although there is 
some controversy about the suitability of using TTR to measure lexical richness in 
spoken data, this measure will be taken to see if there are any variations worth noting 
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between students with different ratings. Although lexical richness is assumed to 
differentiate between some groups of L2 speakers, TTR measures are not specifically 
expected to differentiate between ACTFL Intermediate and ACTFL Advanced test takers 
in this study, given the potential variation among samples. However, TTR measures are 
expected to differentiate Superior rating level speakers from the Intermediate and 
Advanced rating level test takers. Word frequency beyond the 2,000 most common words 
will be noted for the words produced at different rating levels, but it is not expected to 
correlate with rating level received. Instead, it will provide another descriptor of the 
vocabulary produced by test takers.  
Hypothesis #3 cannot be fully supported or refuted using the present data, but I 
will calculate words per minute and TTRs for sub-samples to see if there are any 
suggested patterns. Finally, while the current research will focus more on quantitative 
measures, I will also provide qualitative observations of the description and narration 
samples elicited at different rating levels. Having discussed the research findings and 
theoretical assumptions that support this study, I will detail the methods chosen to 
analyze the data in chapter 3. 
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODS 
In the previous chapter, I discussed some of the major findings in vocabulary 
research that apply to the current research. Second language vocabulary learning may be 
one of the few areas where learners can achieve native-like competence. However, many 
factors affect the vocabulary learners acquire and use productively. Among them, word 
imagability and concreteness have been proven to facilitate vocabulary learning. Lexical 
richness and lexical breadth also appear to distinguish more advanced speakers from less 
advanced speakers. Other factors such as word type and frequency ranking may predict 
the words L2 learners use, but the findings in these areas are less clear. I also briefly 
discussed previous research that has been conducted on the ACTFL OPI and on L2 
learners of Arabic, and the hypotheses of the current study. 
In this chapter, I describe the methods used to address my research questions. The 
goal of this study was to investigate Advanced L2 Arabic speakers’ lexical production in 
terms of both its quantity and diversity. The data set consisted of Arabic L2 speakers’ 
responses to questions posed by ACTFL OPI examiners in the course of recorded tests. I 
operationalized the concept of lexical breadth as the number of words and average words 
per minute produced by test takers at the Superior, Advanced-Mid, and Intermediate-
Mid10 levels in order to document these ranges for L2 speakers of Arabic according to 
rating level. Lexical richness was measured using TTR11. I also investigated lexical 
frequency by determining the number of words test takers produced that were not among 
                                                
10 See p. 5 below in Methodology Used for Lexical Breadth for an explanation of why I chose the “Mid” 
sublevels. 
11 As I noted in the literature review, TTR has been a widely used in L2 vocabulary research, but different 
studies have drawn different conclusions about its accuracy in measuring lexical variation. I chose TTR to 
provide some baseline numbers for Arabic L2 research, but recognize that using other measures of lexical 
variation is needed in the future to allow for comparison between L2 Arabic and L2 speaker variation as 
measured by other measures like Malvern and Richards’s D. 
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the 2,000 most commonly used words based on work by Timothy Buckwalter and 
Dilworth Parkinson (2011). Lastly, I provided observations from a qualitative analysis of 
test takers’ description and narration attempts across different rating levels by 
considering the content of their responses and the ways in which examiners appeared to 
react to test taker language. 
 
DATA SOURCES AND LIMITATIONS 
ACTFL provided 179 recordings of official, double-rated OPIs in Arabic at 
different rating levels. From this original data set, I excluded any recording in which the 
test taker’s name appeared to be of Arab origin, the test taker self-identified as a native or 
heritage speaker, or reported being born in or spending time as a child in an Arabic-
speaking country. This provided a sufficient number of samples at all ACTFL rating 
levels except the Superior rating level. There were only five recordings of speakers who 
appeared to be non-native, non-heritage speakers in the data set at the Superior rating 
level. Because of the relatively small number of recordings at this level, I obtained three 
additional Superior rating level, single-rated samples from an OPI tester. Table 3.1 shows 
the interviews used in this study, after this elimination process, categorized by ACTFL 
rating level. 
 
Table 3.1: Total number of ACTFL OPI interviews in the data set 
Superior 5 double-rated +3 single-rated recordings 
Advanced-High 11 
Advanced-Mid 17 
Advanced-Low 18 
Intermediate-High 18 
Intermediate-Mid 20 
Intermediate-Low 23 
Total 115 
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All samples were produced under normal testing conditions and double-rated, 
with the exception of the three single-rated Superior level recordings added to the data 
pool later. All of the latter tests were conducted in 2011 under normal testing conditions, 
again, except for the four single-rated tests. However, I do not know if these tests were 
randomly selected from the available recordings or what fraction of Arabic-language 
testing recordings they represent for 2011. Additionally, I retained the recordings of some 
test takers whose L1 may not have been English; therefore, the sample may have 
included some variation due to the fact that the test taker’s L1 may have affected his or 
her spoken production in Arabic. Similarly, there were some individual variations in the 
form of stuttering (one test taker self-identified as a stutterer and two others appeared to 
have stutters) and volubility, which may also be seen as limitations. 
Although examiner variation is not the focus of the current study, the variation 
examiners can introduce must be acknowledged. The data set included nine different 
examiners; I determined this either by noting an examiner’s name before the start of a test 
or by comparing voices between recordings. The first examiner encountered in the 
recordings is referred to as E1 throughout this study and all subsequent examiners are 
referred to by the order in which they appeared in the data set. E1 and E2 performed 
approximately 60% of the tests. The remaining tests were largely performed by E9 
(approximately 16%), E8 (about 10%), and E7 (less than 5%). Table 3.2 shows a detailed 
distribution across examiner and interview rating level. 
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Table 3.2: Number of interviews by Examiner and Rating Level 
Examiner Code Number of Interviews Conducted per rating 
level and % of total interviews 
E1 1 Superior (S); 4 Advanced-High (A-H); 4 
Advanced-Mid (A-M); 4 Advanced-Low 
(A-L); 5 Intermediate-High (I-H); 9 
Intermediate-Mid (I-M); 12 Intermediate-
Low (I-L) 
39/116 = 33.6% 
E2 3S; 1A-H; 3A-M; 7A-L; 8I-H; 6I-M; 3I-L 
31/116 = 26.7% 
E3 0S; 1A-H; 1A-M; 1A-L; 0I-H; 0I-M; 3I-L 
6/116 = 5.1% 
E4 0S; 3A-H; 0A-M; 0A-L; 0I-H; 0I-M; 0I-L 
3/116 = 2.5% 
E5 0S; 0A-H; 0A-M; 0A-L; 0I-H; 1I-M; 0I-L 
1/116 = .08% 
E6 0S; 0A-H; 0A-M; 0A-L; 0I-H; 0I-M; 1I-L 
1/116 = .08% 
E7 1S; 0A-H; 0A-M; 0A-L; 1I-H; 1I-M; 2I-L 
5/116 = 4.3% 
E8 0S; 2A-H; 4A-M; 2A-L; 1I-H; 2I-M; 0I-L 
12/116 = 10.3% 
E9 3S (single-rated); 0A-H; 5A-M; 4A-L; 3I-
H; 1I-M; 2I-L 
19/116 = 16.3% 
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Examiners appear to have stable styles across interviews (see Ross, 1996 for 
example), and therefore the restricted number of examiners, while not part of the research 
design per se, may be viewed as diminishing potential variance between recordings. 
Additionally, Table 3.2 above shows that E1 and E2 conducted interviews at every 
ACTFL rating level, which would further diminish some of the inherent variation in the 
data set, assuming these examiners maintained consistent styles of questioning in the tests 
they conducted. 
 
METHODOLOGY USED FOR LEXICAL BREADTH  
 
In order to generate an average of word production across levels, I transcribed 
tests from eight Superior, ten of the seventeen Advanced-Mid, and ten of the twenty 
Intermediate-Mid rating level samples to calculate an average for the number of words 
produced by each test taker throughout the test, from the warm-up to the end of each 
recording. I chose the “Mid” sub-levels to base my measurements on because a test taker 
who receives a “mid” sub-level rating should produce a performance that is solidly 
reflective of the level required, according to the ACTFL rating scale. In other words, the 
test taker who receives a “Mid” sub-rating level should neither be struggling enough to 
warrant a rating of “low” nor demonstrating sufficient ability expected at the next level to 
receive a rating of “high”; the test taker’s performance should be indicative of what this 
level is expected to produce and therefore should yield more representative lexical 
breadth measurements. 
I chose ten from the Advanced-Mid and Intermediate-Mid levels each to keep the 
number of samples comparable to the nine Superior rating level recordings. In the rating 
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levels where the number of samples exceeded the number I needed, I used an online 
random number generator12 to select the files I would transcribe. After using the random 
online number generator, the group of tests chosen included at least one test conducted by 
E1, E2, E7, E8, and E9, with the majority conducted by E1 and E2. This is unsurprising 
given the fact that these five examiners conducted approximately 85% of the tests in the 
data sample, but it does confirm that there are a similarly limited number of examiners 
represented among the recordings used to produce the lexical breadth averages. 
 
PILOTING THE TRANSCRIPTION METHOD 
 
Initially, I piloted transcription methods on a restricted number of recordings and 
then used the resulting methods on the entire data set. During the piloting phase of 
transcribing the samples, I listened to the entire recording of several samples from each 
rating level to determine the topics discussed and note where description and narration 
requests appeared, in order to transcribe appropriate portions later. For this piloting phase 
only, I excluded Intermediate-Low and Superior rating samples. In the Intermediate-Low 
rating level, there was only one request that could be vaguely interpreted as meant to 
elicit narration. However, it was neither direct (i.e. the question asked for an event the 
test taker remembered from her time abroad and did not include the words “narrate” or 
“tell me” or “story”) nor successful (i.e. the test taker did not understand the question and 
did not produce a story in response). In regard to descriptions, there were nine requests 
for descriptions of various topics at the Intermediate-Low rating level. However, test 
                                                
12 http://www.random.org/integer-sets/ accessed on June 7, 2012. 
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taker responses to these requests were very short and they appeared not to understand the 
questions often, so I excluded these samples from the piloting phase. 
The Superior rating tests were also excluded because there were no requests for 
narration among the Superior rating level recordings in the data set and because I was 
primarily concentrating on the Advanced rating levels. After this elimination process, I 
chose to concentrate in the piloting phase on samples from the Intermediate-Mid, 
Intermediate-High, and Advanced-High sub-levels. I chose the Intermediate-High and 
Advanced-High rating level samples because these should represent some of the strongest 
test taker responses according to the ACTFL rating scale; I worked with five 
Intermediate-Mid, nine Intermediate-High, and eight Advanced-High samples. 
While piloting the transcription methods, I also listened to all 115 interviews in 
order to immerse myself in the data and to record each topic discussed by examiners and 
test takers. During these listening sessions, I compiled a master list of the topics covered 
in each recording, including all requests for description or narration. After finishing the 
piloting phase, I applied the resulting transcription methods to all of the subsequent 
transcripts produced in the course of this study. 
I also used the resulting city description transcripts to compile by hand a list of 
the vocabulary used within samples at the Intermediate and Advanced rating levels. I 
focused on the description sub-samples in this phase because I assumed that the shared 
topic of city descriptions would increase the likelihood that test takers produced some of 
the same words. In order to compile this list for the description attempts, I created a 
Microsoft Excel spreadsheet and did the following: 
 
• started with the lowest rating level in order to understand how the higher-level 
samples added to the vocabulary pool 
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• entered each word in the order it appeared in the test taker’s description 
• used each subsequent description to mark words as previously produced in other 
samples or as new contributions to the overall word pool 
• counted the total number of times each word was mentioned across the 
descriptions at both the Intermediate and Advanced levels 
 
This allowed me to examine the descriptions more closely at the word level. 
 
Producing the Lexical Breadth Estimates 
 
The lexical breadth estimates were generated to answer research question #1: Do 
Advanced-Mid rating level test takers produce more words and more words per minute 
than test takers who receive Intermediate-Mid rating levels? Also, do Advanced-Mid 
rating level test takers produce fewer words per minute than Superior rating level test 
takers? I produced the lexical breadth estimates using a portion of the data set as shown 
in table 3.3. 
 
Table 3.3: Data set used to produce lexical breadth estimates 
Superior 8 of 8 
Advanced-Mid 
10 randomly chosen out of 17 
Intermediate-Mid 
10 randomly chosen out of 20 
Total 28 
Transcriptions of the ten Intermediate-Mid, ten Advanced-Mid and eight Superior 
rating level samples included every complete word, but not sighing or overlapping speech 
between examiner and test taker unless the test taker’s contribution was comprehensible. 
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Two other transcribers helped with the transcription, following my method. I reviewed 
and finalized all transcripts produced in the study before using them to generate the 
lexical breadth and lexical richness estimates presented in Chapter 4. To prepare the 
transcripts for the word count, I did the following: 1) inserted a space between “and” (وﻭ) 
and “thus” or “so” (فﻑ)13, 2) eliminated any repetition from the transcripts where a test 
taker restated the same word or phrase immediately after its initial utterance, 3) 
eliminated any transcription codes that indicated an incomprehensible word or words, and 
4) eliminated all examiner speech. In regards to number one, I separated instances of the 
words “and” and “so” from the words that followed them in order to more easily review 
the files that WordSmith Tools would create. However, I subtracted these from the total 
number of words for each transcript so that “and” and “so” were not counted as separate 
words. 
Once the transcriptions had been reviewed and prepared, I used WordSmith Tools 
6.0 to produce a WordList file for each transcript. I reviewed these word lists to find 
typing errors and typing inconsistencies that would cause WordSmith Tools to categorize 
words as different from one another when they were in fact the same. The most common 
typing inconsistency had to do with words that had the letter hamza in them or used 
marks like a doubled-fatha. For example, WordSmith Tools categorized ًﺎﻀﯾﻳأﺃ and ﺎﻀﯾﻳأﺃ as 
different words because the second lacks the doubled-fatha marking at the end. 
Therefore, I had to unify the typing of all these words so WordSmith Tools would 
correctly group all uses of a word with a hamza or other markings together and not count 
them as separate types. 
                                                
13 In Arabic, a person writes “and” and “thus” without a space between them and the word that follows 
them. When I prepared my transcripts, I followed Arabic convention in this regard. 
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In my review of the Superior level test taker production, I found that one test 
taker’s word count was far larger than the other samples at this level, even though his 
recording was not the longest. Upon reading the transcript again, I noticed that this test 
taker used the interjection “like, you know” or “that is” ( ﻌﯾﻳﻲﻨ ) very frequently. After 
counting these, I found that this test taker was an outlier who used this filler 296 times 
over a test of 25 minutes and 29 seconds. Since this word was overwhelmingly used to 
fill pauses rather than to provide explanation, I counted it separately in all the other test 
taker transcripts and deducted the count from the overall word total. 
I also calculated the TTR for the transcripts I used to generate lexical breadth 
estimates. As has been stated previously, these test recordings vary in length. TTR is 
sensitive to text length because it is a ratio of word types to tokens. This means that test 
takers able to speak for longer may drive down their TTR by producing more tokens than 
test takers whose responses are shorter and include fewer words. Therefore, I used the 
total number of words per transcript to determine the token sample size I would use in 
order to calculate a TTR based on the same number of words. I found that using 500 
tokens allowed me to include all but one of the full-length transcripts in my data set so I 
chose this as the threshold for calculating the TTR. I used the first 500 tokens from each 
transcript and generated a WordList file in WordSmith Tools, which produced a TTR for 
each file based on the same number of tokens. My transcripts were all in Microsoft Word 
initially and I had to prepare them as plain text files. In this process, I found that the word 
counts in Microsoft Word and WordSmith Tools varied slightly from one another so I 
included a sufficient number of words to ensure that WordSmith Tools counted 500 
tokens for each sample. 
In order to isolate the description and narration sub-samples, I reviewed the entire 
data set again and marked all the instances of description or narration that needed to be 
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transcribed. Table 3.4 shows the total number of tests in which narration and/or 
description samples were found, separated by ACTFL rating level. 
 
Table 3.4: Total number of tests in which narration and/or description was found 
Superior 4 out of 8 
(with 0 tests providing samples in both 
categories) 
Advanced-High 2 out of 11 (with 1 test providing samples 
in both categories) 
Advanced-Mid 7 out of 17 (with 1 test providing samples 
in both categories) 
Advanced-Low 9 out of 18 (with 1 test providing samples 
in both categories) 
Intermediate-High 13 out of 18 (with 2 tests providing 
samples in both categories) 
Intermediate-Mid 11 out of 20 
(with 4 tests providing samples in both 
categories) 
Intermediate-Low 1 out of 23 
(with 0 tests providing samples in both 
categories) 
Total 47 
 
In the sub-sample transcripts of description and narration, I finalized all the 
transcripts and counted the number of shared words produced by all Intermediate, 
Advanced, and Superior rating level test takers. I then determined which of the words 
used by half or more of each test taker group were not among the 2,000 most commonly 
used words in Buckwalter and Parkinson’s frequency dictionary by hand (Buckwalter & 
Parkinson, 2011). I also calculated the TTR for both description and narration sub-
samples. I found that 100 token sample size allowed me to include the most samples from 
the data sub-set, so I calculated the TTR based on the first 100 words of each sub-sample. 
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I also used WordSmith Tools version 6.014 to compile lemmatized15 lists of the 
content words that test takers used most frequently in their descriptions and narrations. 
When I consolidated words for a particular sub-sample, I did the following: 1) eliminated 
any English words, 2) deleted words that were incomprehensible or were corrected by the 
test taker by using another word, 3) combined two words that were the name of a place 
like “New Jersey”, 4) combined definite and indefinite uses of the same word, 5) 
combined singular and plural uses of the same word, and 5) combined uses of words that 
had possessive or subject pronouns attached to them (like ﻦﻜﻟوﻭ and ﻢﻬﻨﻜﻟوﻭ). I compiled one 
list for each sub-sample transcript gathered for description or narration16 in order to check 
if my hand processing was accurate.  
 
NARRATION 
I understand the evaluation of communicative ability, which stands at the core of 
the OPI, as a holistic assessment of a test taker’s ability to respond to a particular 
communicative request. This approach has led me to focus on how well Advanced rating 
level test takers are able to narrate, despite the errors that are naturally produced in the 
course of their narration attempts. In identifying narration attempts, I drew on William 
Labov’s definition of narration as a form of speech that contains events that are 
“reportable,” and may also include a précis of what is to follow; some orientation toward 
                                                
14 WordSmith Tools is a computer program package developed by Mike Scott at the University of 
Liverpool. It can be used to create concordances, word lists, and key word lists from user created corpora in 
several languages, including Arabic. 
15 Lemmatizing means combining different inflections of the same word into one word entry, similar to 
what is found in a dictionary where words like “to walk,” “walked,” and “walking” are grouped together. 
16 In using this method I followed John Read and Paul Nation’s work compiling core vocabulary lists per 
task. I should note here that while I used test segments, Read and Nation compiled their lists across entire 
tests, using a corpus of speaking tests for the International English Language Testing System (Read & 
Nation 2006).  
 59 
the time, setting, or actors involved; and an evaluation of the story or its components 
(Labov, 1972, p. 370). I follow Labov in defining minimal narration as the production of 
a single, temporally related juncture, the reversal of which would change the 
understanding of the events the speaker has related. 
For example, I considered the following exchange between E9 and an 
Intermediate-High test taker as a request for narration. I underlined the examiner’s speech 
to distinguish it from the test takers and I have removed names of people mentioned in 
the recording. 
 
Ok so when you were in Amman, did any weird or funny story happen to you? Did 
anything weird happen to you? 
 
Ah a weird story? 
 
Like when you were in a taxi or on the street 
 
Ah I was in the street ah my friend named ________ and I, we were walking in the 
street and we talked with Jordanians about anything and last week I was- we talked to 
one Jordanian ah about the month of Ramadan and ah my friend ___________ he said to 
the Jordanian you know, you’re poison and the Jordanian he’s not- or he didn’t 
understand and [my friend] he didn’t know I didn’t know the word “saam” (“sam” or 
poison) is different from fasting fasting in Ramadan “Saam”(=poison) is not- is a bad 
drink 
  
Yes 
 
And that was funny a little while later* but at at the same time [to] the Jordanian 
it is not not funny 
 
Yes because he didn’t understand what [your friend] wanted to say 
 
After the examiner commented on the story, she then nominated another topic so I 
stopped transcription after the last line shown above. 
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In evaluating examiner questions and test taker responses for narration, I 
transcribed these from the moment the examiner nominated a topic to the narration 
request and response. Transcription was stopped when the examiner (or rarely the test 
taker) changed topics. In order to include the largest possible number of samples, a 
request for narration was defined as either a request for the test taker to tell a story from 
his or her personal experience or for a test taker to relate a story he or she had read. The 
total number of examiner requests for narration was larger as would be expected, but 
seven test takers declined to produce a response that could be categorized as narration or 
attempted narration and one test taker abandoned his narration attempt mid-response. 
After excluding declined requests and failed attempts, there were 19 requests left that fit 
my criteria and elicited an attempt at narration. This total also included one narration that 
a Superior rating level test taker and one that an Advanced-Low rating level test taker 
volunteered, in other words these narrations were not solicited by an examiner. Table 3.5 
shows the number of narration requests in the data pool, according to rating level: 
 
Table 3.5: Number of narration requests according to rating level 
Rating  # of Narration Requests/total # of samples per rating 
Superior 2 out of 8 (1 unsolicited narration) 
Advanced-High 1 out of 11 
Advanced-Mid 4 out of 17 
Advanced-Low 4 out of 18 (1 unsolicited narration) 
Intermediate-High 5 out of 18 
Intermediate-Mid 4 out of 20 
Intermediate-Low 0 out of 23 
Total 20 
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It is unsurprising that there were no requests for narration at the Intermediate-Low 
rating level as these test takers generally struggled to understand and respond to simple 
questions. Test takers who received an Intermediate-Low rating level typically produced 
shorter responses than test takers at the higher rating levels. However, it was surprising to 
note that there was only one examiner request for narration in the Superior rating level 
recordings. As the number of Superior rating level interviews is small, it is unclear 
whether this can be generalized to other Superior rating level tests or whether this was 
merely a result of the sample size. Among the other rating levels, there were requests for 
narration in 9 of the Intermediate and 9 of the Advanced rating band tests, which 
presented the opportunity to contrast these sub-samples with one another with more 
confidence. 
In order to offer observations about these narration attempts, I first examined the 
responses that seemed to be the most complete, in other words, the responses that 
appeared to satisfy or at least partially satisfy the narration requirements. I then re-read 
the transcripts and listened again to these test excerpts in each rating level band in an 
effort to determine what these responses had in common with one another. Once I 
finished looking for the commonalities among the most complete responses, I examined 
the responses that appeared to be the weakest. I defined the weakest as those that did not 
meet the minimum requirements of narration; the weakest were also often the excerpts 
with the least test taker speech and the most examiner speech. The results presented in 
Chapter 4 will be based on this process of comparison. 
 
 62 
DESCRIPTION 
In contrast to narration, the required elements of a description are more difficult to 
define. Benjamin Rifkin has even written that he thinks description emerges after 
narration in Russian L2 learners’ speech and I find his anecdotal observation worthy of 
note (Rifkin, 2002, p. 466). I think description may pose a larger challenge than minimal 
narration because description may be used for various purposes in a non-testing context, 
such as offering an explanation or differentiating between objects or people. These 
purposes may or may not determine the components of a description.  
Given that examiners could ask for a description related to any topic of their 
choosing, I was required to listen to all the samples in order to find the requests for 
descriptions across rating levels. I found that examiners asked for descriptions of hobbies, 
daily activities, friends and acquaintances, and cities or other places test takers had lived 
or visited. From among these topics, I chose to focus on requests for descriptions of 
cities. This was the most appropriate choice for three reasons: 1) these requests generally 
elicited more speech than requests for descriptions of other topics, 2) test takers 
mentioned themselves and their opinions less frequently than in other descriptions, and 3) 
the samples were similar in content, allowing for clearer comparisons between them. This 
also allowed for a consideration of what, if any, information and expressions formed 
characteristic answers for Advanced rating level test takers describing a city with which 
they were familiar. 
In the OPI, a test taker attempts to provide a description in order to meet the 
requirements of the test so I could not form my working definition of description based 
on the communicative purposes for which the description was produced. Instead, my 
definition was necessarily very broad. My working definition was that Advanced-Mid 
and Advanced-High rating level test takers who were asked to describe a city would 
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produce some elaboration on that city using adjectives and phrases, and provide a 
description that differentiated that city from other well-known cities in the world. I 
expected that this elaboration might include comparisons between this city and other 
cities, but I did not expect to find this in all of the samples. I expected that some test 
takers might include personal anecdotes in their descriptions and that the set of adjectives 
produced would be limited to the most common like big, beautiful, crowded, or hot. 
In order to separate requests for descriptions from other questions posed in the 
tests, I transcribed examiner questions that either included the word “describe” or were 
posed in a manner similar to, “How was [this city]? Tell me more about it.” This kind of 
request was found in 34 different tests. Table 3.6 contains the number of description 
requests according to rating level. 
 
Table 3.6: Number of description requests according to rating level 
Rating  # of Description Requests/total # of 
samples per rating 
Superior 2 out of 8 
Advanced-High 2 out of 11 
Advanced-Mid 4 out of 17 
Advanced-Low 6 out of 18 
Intermediate-High 7 out of 18 
Intermediate-Mid 11 out of 20 
Intermediate-Low 1 out of 23 
Several test takers were asked to describe the same city. Table 3.7 shows the 
numbers of repeat requests for descriptions of the same city, categorized by the rating 
level at which each was found. 
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Table 3.7: Number of requests for descriptions of the same city 
 Alexandria, 
Egypt 
Cairo, Egypt Damascus, 
Syria 
Fez, Morocco 
Superior 2    
Advanced-High 1 1   
Advanced-Mid   2  
Intermediate-
High 
   2 
Intermediate-
Mid 
 4   
 
For example, I considered the following a request for a description. This excerpt 
is from a test in which an Intermediate-Low test taker mentioned having spent time in 
Marrakesh and the examiner, E9, asked for a description of that city. The examiner’s 
speech is underlined to distinguish it from the test taker’s. 
 
Alright, you were in Marrakesh, I want you to describe to me Marrakesh, how 
was it? 
Sorry? 
Marrakesh is beautiful or … ? 
The weather is very hot. 
And what else? Tell me about the city. 
Yes, yes, in my opinion Marrakesh is a very beautiful city because you- because 
he- because I- because it you have- he has- it has the people are beautiful and 
nice and beautiful buildings but the weather is hot  
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After this exchange, the examiner changed topics and I stopped transcribing this 
test. 
 
QUALITATIVE METHODOLOGY FOR DESCRIPTION 
 
In my analysis of the description sub-samples, I closely read and examined them 
in order to: 1) form an understanding of whether or not the content elements that 
Advanced rating level test takers produced in their descriptions differed from those 
produced by Intermediate and Superior rating level test takers and 2) to identify what I 
thought to be the most robust descriptions produced at each level, defined by the amount 
of intelligible production and examiner follow-ups. The first task was to understand 
whether there appeared to be a qualitative difference between the descriptions produced 
by Advanced rating level test takers and those produced by Intermediate and Superior 
rating level test takers. The second task was to identify the best achievements of both 
Intermediate rating and Advanced rating level responses, in order to provide an exemplar 
among these test takers’ descriptions. However, I did not attempt to define an exemplary 
response at the Superior rating level because there were only two description samples at 
this rating level. Where possible, I also included a close analysis of city descriptions 
requested about the same city from different test takers. 
In my initial review of the sub-samples, it appeared that examiner follow-up 
tended to include one or more of three question types; I present them here as discrete 
categories for the sake of clarity, but examiners sometimes used more than one question 
type in one turn. I took the example questions presented here from E2’s exchange with an 
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Intermediate-Mid test taker. Examiner questions generally appeared to fall into the 
following types: 
 
1. reiterations or rewordings of the same or a similar question on the same topic: 
For example, E2 opened one turn with: And how was the city of Cairo, you know, 
how was it, what is a description of the city? E2 then followed the test taker’s 
response with a follow-up question that reiterated his first question: 
No, the city, how was it? 
2. requests or reactions that suggested the examiner wanted clarification of what a 
test taker had just uttered: 
When E2 appeared not to understand, he said: One more time please? 
3. questions that asked for more information on or an expansion of the same topic: 
And is the city of Cairo like the city of New York? 
 
The first type of examiner follow-up was sometimes used to clarify a question to a 
test taker. However, if the first and second types of examiner follow-up were used 
together, then they appeared to be in response to an inappropriate test taker response or 
the use of a word or words that made the test taker’s speech difficult to interpret. Based 
on these observations, I considered descriptions that included the first and second types 
of examiner follow-up—reiterations and requests for clarification—as weaker 
descriptions than those that were followed by requests for expansion. 
Given that test taker abilities are evaluated using a holistic rating scale, I expected 
that the quality of the individual descriptions would vary, even within rating levels. I 
therefore present some discussion of the weakest descriptions—as defined by length, and 
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my observations of intelligibility and examiner response—in Chapter 417. The differences 
were particularly pronounced among Intermediate level test takers, but were also 
noteworthy at the Advanced level and are therefore discussed in the next chapter.  
  
                                                
17 See page 97 for Advanced level test takers or page 126 for failed narrations at the Intermediate rating 
levels. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 
In the previous chapter, I described the methods used to generate my results. I 
interpreted lexical breadth as a measure of the number of words and average words per 
minute produced by test takers at different rating levels, and I explained the calculation of 
TTR for lexical richness. Lexical frequency was measured using Buckwalter and 
Parkinson’s Arabic frequency dictionary. I also explained how I defined description and 
narration and how I separated requests for description and narration from other examiner 
questions in the test. 
In this chapter, I will discuss the results and analysis of my data, beginning with 
the quantitative descriptors. First, I will present the range of words and number of words 
produced per minute, separated by rating level for the 28 full-length samples. Next, I will 
present the number of tokens and TTR measurements from the full-length samples and 
sub-samples of description and narration, discussing the differences between the 
Advanced rating levels and the Intermediate and Superior rating levels for both measures. 
I will also discuss word frequency data for words that test takers produced in common 
among description and full-length samples from the same rating level. Lastly, I will 
present my observations from the description and narration qualitative analyses. 
 
QUANTITATIVE DESCRIPTORS: WORD PRODUCTION RANGE AND WORDS PER MINUTE 
The quantitative descriptors were gathered to answer my first research question 
on lexical breadth: 
1. What are the average words and words per minute produced by Advanced-
Mid rating level test takers in a subset of the OPIs under consideration? 
Do Intermediate-Mid rating level test takers produce fewer words and 
words per minute than Advanced-Mid rating level test takers? Do 
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Superior-level test takers produce more words and more words per minute 
than Advanced-Mid speakers? 
 
I produced ranges for all eight Superior level tests and for ten randomly selected 
tests from the Advanced-Mid and Intermediate-Mid levels. I reviewed all transcripts for 
accuracy and then counted the number of words produced by each test taker. In my 
review of the Superior level test taker production, I found that one test taker appeared to 
produce far more words than the other seven, even though his recording was not the 
longest. Upon reading this test taker’s transcript again, I found that this speaker used the 
word yaCnii (a filler that is similar to “like” or “you know”) very frequently; a subsequent 
count showed that he produced it 296 times over the course of his test. I then reviewed 
the other transcripts and counted the number of times the other test takers produced this 
filler. Although none of the other speakers produced it as frequently as the first Superior 
level speaker I examined, I adjusted all of the word ranges to exclude this speech filler to 
ensure the comparability of the numbers. Table 4.1 contains the raw word ranges and an 
adjusted word range with yaCnii removed: 
 
Table 4.1: Raw and adjusted word production ranges in full-length tests according to 
rating level 
Level Word Production Range 
 
Adjusted Word Production Range 
Superior 1192-2016 1185-1720 
Advanced-Mid 913-1942 910-1859 
Intermediate-Mid 604-1051 604-105118 
These raw and adjusted word production ranges indicate that there is a clear 
difference between Intermediate-Mid and Advanced-Mid word production ranges. 
However, there is no discernible difference between the word production ranges of the 
Advanced-Mid speakers and the word production ranges of the Superior rating level test 
                                                
18 Three of the Intermediate-Mid test takers used yaCnii but they were not among the lowest or highest 
word producers so the adjustment to the word count is not apparent in these word production ranges. 
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takers. The Advanced-Mid test takers’ word production range showed a larger spread 
than the Superior test takers, with Advanced-Mid test takers producing a range that 
encompassed the narrower range of Superior test takers. 
Because the interviews varied in length and were conducted by different 
examiners, I also calculated the average number of words per minute produced by each 
test taker. Table 4.2 shows the average words per minute (WPM) (with the filler yaCnii 
removed), which illustrates more clearly the difference between the Intermediate-Mid 
and Advanced-Mid test takers’ lexical breadth. 
 
Table 4.2: Average words per minute and range of average words per minute produced 
per rating level 
Level Range of Average Words Per 
Minute 
Average Words Per Minute Per 
Rating Level 
Superior 45.45 – 68.01 55.76 
Advanced-Mid 34.98 – 71.03 52.88 
Intermediate-
Mid 
29.51 – 40.19 34.85 
The difference between the WPM produced by Superior rating level test takers and those 
produced by Advanced-Mid test takers still appears to be minimal. The spread was larger 
for Advanced-Mid word production averages than for the Superior level, and this could 
have made the average appear higher. To address this, I also calculated the median words 
per minute for each level, shown in Table 4.3 below. 
  
 71 
Table 4.3: Median words per minute per rating level 
Level  Median Words per Minute  
Superior 51.43 
Advanced-Mid 55.21 
Intermediate-Mid 35.22 
The medians indicate that Advanced-Mid speakers typically produced more words per 
minute than Superior rating level speakers, not less, as might be expected based on 
Malone’s and Read and Nation’s separate findings19. It appears that the number of words 
does not automatically rise when a speaker is rated at the higher level of Superior. This 
seems to indicate that reaching the Superior rating level is not just an issue of the quantity 
of production. 
 In order to test whether this difference was statistically significant, I conducted 
independent-samples t-tests to compare the Advanced-Mid rating level’s individual 
WPM to the WPM of the Intermediate-Mid and Superior rating level test takers. There 
was no significant difference between the Advanced-Mid WPM (M = 46.87, SD = 10.62) 
and Superior rating levels’ WPM (M = 47.44, SD = 12.97); t(16) = -0.10, p = 0.91. This 
makes it appear that WPM is not a factor that distinguishes the Advanced-Mid rating 
level speakers from the Superior rating level speakers in this test. In contrast, I found a 
significant difference between the Advanced-Mid rating level’s (M = 46.87, SD = 10.62) 
and the Intermediate-Mid rating level’s WPM (M = 28.97, SD = 4.24); t(11.79) = 4.95, p 
< .001. This suggests that WPM is a factor that can distinguish between Advanced-Mid 
rating level and Intermediate-Mid rating level speakers. 
 
                                                
19 It should be noted that both these researchers used more controlled data in their research into the 
simulated OPI (SOPI) and the IELTS tests as both the SOPI and the IETLS tests appear to be given in more 
rigid ways than the typical ACTFL OPI. 
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QUANTITATIVE DESCRIPTORS: TTR IN FULL-LENGTH SAMPLES 
 
I used WordSmith Tools to produce the TTR for each of the full-length transcripts 
that exceeded 500 tokens. I chose 500 tokens in order to include the largest possible data 
set20. I generated these measures to answer my second research question: 
2. What is the lexical variation in the Advanced-Mid samples as measured by 
type-token ratio (TTR)? Is this diversity higher or lower than the lexical 
diversity of test taker samples at the Intermediate-Mid and Superior rating 
levels? 
Table 4.4 shows the range of TTRs for each test taker rating level. 
 
Table 4.4: Range of TTRs for test rating levels 
Superior 45.4-56.4 
Advanced-Mid 40.8-53.2 
Intermediate-Mid 37.2-47.2 
I ran independent-samples t-tests on the TTRs for each rating group. The results 
were similar to the WPM measure. The difference between the Advanced-Mid TTR 
(M=45.14, SD=4.19) and the Superior TTR (M=49.5, SD=4.39) was not significant 
t(16)=1.57, p=.137. However, the difference between the Advanced TTR (M=45.14, 
SD=4.19) and the Intermediate-Mid TTR (M=41.34, SD=3.54) was significant 
t(18)=2.19, p=.042. This suggests that Advanced-Mid test takers are not only producing 
more words than Intermediate-Mid test takers but also producing more varied words. 
As stated earlier, there were 33 description sub-samples and 20 narration sub-
samples. The total number of tokens for these sub-samples varied widely. The description 
                                                
20 This threshold of 500 tokens excluded one test at the Intermediate-Mid level. Therefore, I tested the 
TTRs of 8 Superior rating level tests, 10 Advanced-Mid rating level tests, and 9 Intermediate-Mid rating 
level tests. 
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sub-samples were all 300 tokens or less; the narration sub-samples were also under 300 
tokens except for two outliers. One Advanced-High test taker produced 517 tokens and 
one Intermediate-Mid test taker produced 357 tokens. Table 4.5 shows the range in the 
number of tokens per rating level. 
 
Table 4.5: Range of Tokens in Description and Narration Sub-Samples 
 Description Narration 
Superior 138-149 236-284 
Advanced-High 151-230 517 
Advanced-Mid 110-222 73-161 
Advanced-Low 97-299 116-222 
Intermediate-High 86-193 41-139 
Intermediate-Mid 26-194 98-357 
Intermediate-Low 29 No samples at this level 
I also calculated a TTR for the first 100 tokens for every sub-sample that included 
100 tokens or more; I chose 100 tokens in order to include as many of the sub-samples in 
the data set as possible. In the descriptions, 21 sub-samples contained 100 tokens or 
more. In narration, 16 of the 20 sub-samples contained 100 tokens or more. The TTRs for 
these short samples did not appear to follow any pattern. Table 4.6 shows the range of 
TTRs for the sub-samples that exceeded 100 tokens. 
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Table 4.6: Range of TTRs for description and narration sub-samples of 100 tokens or 
more 
 Description Narration 
Superior 49-66 63-65 
Advanced-High 63 (samples had the same 
TTR) 
64 (1 sample only) 
Advanced-Mid 53-59 64-77 
Advanced-Low 58-65 58-67 
Intermediate-High 53-61 53-55 
Intermediate-Mid 58-70 48-63 
Intermediate-Low Sample did not exceed 100 
tokens 
No narration samples 
There were too few sub-samples to run independent t-tests, and the number of 
tokens and TTRs did not suggest a pattern worth testing, even if there had been a 
sufficient number. 
 
QUANTITATIVE DESCRIPTORS: SHARED VOCABULARY ACROSS CITY DESCRIPTIONS 
 
In regard to vocabulary shared among test takers, my initial working assumption 
was that test takers asked to describe the same topic would produce an appreciable 
number of the same words, even when describing different cities. In order to test this 
hypothesis, I put the description transcripts into WordSmith Tools to generate a list of the 
words test takers used most commonly in their descriptions, grouped by rating level. The 
Advanced-Low, Advanced-Mid, and Advanced-High rating level test takers produced 12 
sub-samples in total. Using these, I generated a list of the words that Advanced rating 
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level test takers used in approximately half or more of their descriptions21. I chose the cut 
off of half of all sub-samples because this would produce a shared vocabulary pool from 
six or more test takers in the Advanced rating levels and nine or more test takers in the 
Intermediate rating levels; given the small number of sub-samples I chose half in order to 
gather a larger pool of shared vocabulary than would be possible if I only examined 
vocabulary that was produced in all the description sub-samples22. This resulted in 28 
words that six or more Advanced rating level test takers produced in common23; the 
majority of these were function words. There were only six words with semantic content 
produced across half or more of these descriptions. These words were: “city” (both 
definite and indefinite versions), “beautiful” (both masculine and feminine singular 
versions), “a lot” (both masculine and feminine singular versions), “the people,” 
“according to” (as in “according to me”), and “thing.” 
The Intermediate rating level test takers produced 19 descriptions across the 
Intermediate-High, Intermediate-Mid, and Intermediate-Low groups. They produced only 
11 of the same words in half or more of their descriptions24; the majority of these words 
were also function words. Intermediate rating level test takers produced only two shared 
words with semantic content across their descriptions, which were “city” (both definite 
and indefinite versions) and “the people.” The Intermediate rating level produced all of 
                                                
21 The Intermediate rating level samples were 19 total so I used 9 as the cut off point for the list of shared 
vocabulary words. 
22 If I had chosen to consider only the words produced by all 12 test takers in the description sub-samples 
from the Advanced rating levels or all 19 of the Intermediate rating levels, this would have only resulted in 
the word “and.” 
23 The numbers in this section are the totals of words added in Arabic but, of course, the English 
equivalents may require more than one word to translate. See Appendix A for the complete list of shared 
words produced across the Advanced rating level descriptions. 
24 See Appendix B for the complete list of words produced in Intermediate rating level descriptions. 
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the same shared words as the Advanced rating level test takers, except for the addition of 
the question word “how.” 
At the Superior level, there were only two description samples and both test takers 
were asked to describe Alexandria, Egypt. I generated a list of words produced by both 
test takers in order to understand which words these two test takers used in common; the 
list of shared vocabulary extended to 18 tokens. Nine of these words were the same as the 
ones produced by the Advanced rating level speakers. The Superior rating level speakers 
produced only four shared words with semantic content that were not produced by the 
Advanced rating level speakers. These were: “other” (feminine singular version), 
“Alexandria,” “the sea,” and the definite adjectival form of “Egyptian.” 
The comparisons of the words produced in the description sub-samples seem to 
indicate that my assumption of a discernible shared descriptive vocabulary pool was not 
realistic, at least among samples grouped together at the Advanced and Intermediate 
rating levels. In order to test this further, I used WordSmith Tools to generate lists of 
words used by test takers to describe the same city. This allowed me to remove different 
cities as a factor that might contribute to the variety in vocabulary being produced by test 
takers. To this end, I generated combined vocabulary lists for three sets of descriptions. 
The first was from two Advanced-Mid rating level test takers who were asked to describe 
Damascus, Syria. The second was from the two Superior rating level speakers and one 
Advanced-High rating level speaker who were asked to describe Alexandria, Egypt. The 
third list was generated as a comparison to the higher levels, using two Intermediate-High 
test takers’ descriptions of Fez, Morocco. 
 77 
I then compared the shared vocabulary that was produced by test takers describing 
the same city25 with the shared word lists from test takers describing different cities. 
There was very little difference. The test takers describing the same city used a few 
words in common that the test takers describing different cities did not. The Advanced-
Mid test takers contributed only four new shared content words: “Syria,” “Syrian,” 
“Damascus,” and “culture.” The combined Superior and Advanced-High list was the 
same as the list produced when I compared the shared words of the Superior test takers. 
The Intermediate-High shared word list included the most new words; however, this 
group was still very small. In addition to “Fez” and “Moroccan,” the two Intermediate-
High test takers also produced four other words in their descriptions: “history,” “old” 
(both masculine and feminine singular versions), “place,” and “there is/there exists.” This 
additional analysis lent support to the impression that these test takers did not use a 
shared pool of descriptive vocabulary in these test recordings. 
In order to widen my search for shared vocabulary, I generated combined word 
lists for the complete test transcripts from Advanced-Mid, Intermediate-Mid, and 
Superior. Since I had ten samples from Advanced-Mid and Intermediate-Mid, I examined 
the words that were used in eight or more of the samples. In the Superior group, I had 8 
samples, so I examined words that were used in six or more of these samples. I chose 
both of these numbers so that the shared words would have been produced in 75-80% of 
the samples under consideration. The results were very similar, i.e. function words made 
up the majority of shared vocabulary and these words were largely the same between the 
three groups. The only difference I found between the three was that Intermediate-Mid 
produced the smallest shared pool of 32 words in 8 of 10 transcripts, the Advanced-Mid 
                                                
25 For a complete list of the shared vocabulary among test takers describing the same city, please see 
Appendix C. 
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shared 57 words in 8 of 10 transcripts, and the Superior rating group producing the most 
shared vocabulary with 74 words produced in six of eight transcripts. 
I also expanded this to include shared words that were produced in 50% of the 
transcripts in order to see if this affected which rating level produced the most shared 
words. It did not. The Superior rating test takers still produced the most words in 
common with 194 words produced in four of eight transcripts. The Advanced-Mid test 
takers’ produced fewer with 160 shared words and the Intermediate-Mid test takers’ 
produced the least with 112 shared words respectively in 5 of 10 transcripts. 
 
QUANTITATIVE DESCRIPTORS: FREQUENCY RANKINGS OF SHARED WORDS 
Finally, I examined the shared words’ frequency rankings, using Buckwalter and 
Parkinson’s Arabic frequency dictionary (Buckwalter & Parkinson, 2011), in order to 
answer my third research question: 
3. How many shared words produced by learners at the Advanced rating 
levels are from beyond the 2,000 most frequently used words in Arabic 
according to Buckwalter and Parkinson’s frequency dictionary 
(Buckwalter and Parkinson 2011)?  
Buckwalter and Parkinson’s dictionary contains the 5,000 most commonly used 
Arabic lemmas culled from a corpora of 30 million words, of which 10% were spoken 
data; a higher ranking indicates a less commonly used word. My assumption was that less 
commonly used words would correlate with a higher rating level in this speaking test. 
However, I did not find a connection between Buckwalter and Parkinson’s frequency 
ranking of the shared vocabulary in this data and test takers’ rating levels. In the 
combined word list for the Advanced rating level descriptions, 27 of the 28 shared words 
were from among the 500 most common words according to Buckwalter and Parkinson. 
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The only exception was “like” or “you know” which was ranked 751 and was used 
overwhelmingly as a filler in test taker speech. The Intermediate and Superior shared 
vocabulary lists for city descriptions also contained frequently used words, the vast 
majority of which were from the 500 most commonly used words. I also examined the 
shared vocabulary lists from the complete test transcripts. Similarly, most words were 
from among the 500 most commonly used. The words that were not—like “Arabic” and 
“I study” which are ranked 2509 and 1066 respectively—could arguably be considered 
high-frequency for L2 speakers of Arabic who have learned the language in an 
instructional context. 
In summary, the findings indicated that the majority of the shared words produced 
by Intermediate, Advanced, and Superior rating speakers in descriptions and selected 
full-length tests were from the 1,000 most commonly used words according to 
Buckwalter and Parkinson’s frequency dictionary. While there were some exceptions 
among the words produced, these exceptions were words that Arabic L2 learners would 
be likely to have learned early in the course of their Arabic studies or were often proper 
nouns like the names of cities or countries. In other words, I did not find support for my 
assumption that lower frequency words would be found in the speech production of test 
takers who received higher ratings. 
 
QUALITATIVE OBSERVATIONS 
The following section answers my fourth and final research question: 
4. What qualitative observations can be made about test takers’ narration and 
description attempts at the Advanced rating levels? How do these attempts 
compare to narration and description by test-takers at the Intermediate and 
Superior rating levels respectively? 
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I will begin with the description samples and then discuss my observations of the 
narration samples. Since my focus is on the Advanced rating levels, I will present 
observations of Advanced rating level test takers first and then discuss Intermediate and 
Superior rating level sub-samples. As there was only a general definition of “description” 
from which to begin, my aim in analyzing these sub-samples was to see if they were 
similar to and different from one another in systematic ways. My working assumptions 
were that city descriptions provided by Advanced rating level test takers would provide 
some elaboration in the form of adjectives and phrases like “in general” or “in my 
opinion,” and that the descriptions would distinguish the city being described from other 
similar cities. 
However, I also began my analysis with the assumption that the sub-samples 
could be largely similar among rating levels, showing little that distinguished one rating 
level response from another. This was an important assumption to include so that I would 
not succumb to confirmation bias, i.e. allowing my expectations to influence what I found 
in the data. In addition, the OPI is a holistic measure and test taker performance can be 
expected to fluctuate naturally across different tasks. Given these two facts, sub-samples 
taken out of context of the entire testing performance might not be significantly different 
from one another and might not reflect the best performance the test taker was capable of. 
Before turning to the observations, it should be noted that Intermediate rating 
level speakers were not always able to respond to the request for description in an 
intelligible manner. Of the Intermediate rating level speakers who were able, most tended 
to insert first-person language frequently (for example, often mentioning whether they 
liked or disliked a city), especially at the beginning of their attempted descriptions, and to 
start and stop their speech frequently as they searched for words or word forms. Their 
descriptions typically focused on basic information about the city like whether it was big 
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or small, whether it was crowded or not, and what the buildings and streets looked like. 
Their attempts typically did not produce language that could serve to distinguish one city 
from another, other than by general categories like size. Intermediate level speakers were 
also likely to give indications that they were having difficulties retrieving or producing 
key words, making basic information in their descriptions harder to understand than those 
at the higher rating levels. 
In contrast, the Superior level speakers presented the same content as the 
Intermediate and Advanced level speakers, but also included geographic location or 
limited historical references. In addition, one of the Superior speakers acknowledged his 
listener’s potential reference points in his response, and the other Superior speaker 
mentioned the dialect and languages of the inhabitants of the city. Speakers at lower 
rating levels did not include this kind of information in their description responses. 
My main findings at the Advanced rating levels were that Advanced city 
descriptions differed most from Intermediate and Superior rating level descriptions in 
terms of lexical use and resulting content. Advanced rating level speakers tended to 
include content similar to the Intermediate level speakers, but they typically added more 
information and responded in clearer ways. They also produced descriptions that were 
less similar to one another, and less similar to those produced at the Intermediate level. 
Some Advanced-Low speakers still mentioned their own experiences in the city, but 
Advanced-Mid and Advanced-High speakers tended to present their descriptions using 
less first-person language. In the following section, I will present some examples from 
each rating level and explain in more detail my judgment of that sample.  
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Advanced Descriptions 
 
There were 12 sub-samples from the data for the Advanced rating level group: 6 
in Advanced-Low, 4 in Advanced-Mid, and 2 in Advanced-High. In contrast to the 
Intermediate speakers, the Advanced-level test takers produced different content and their 
attempted descriptions can be more easily distinguished from one another, an indication 
of their more varied vocabulary use when compared with the Intermediate level. This 
may be part of the reason why the combined word lists did not reveal much in regards to 
a shared vocabulary pool. Compared with the Intermediate samples, the Advanced 
samples seemed less generic in nature. It appears that Advanced test takers are at an 
ability level that allows them to produce what can be considered consistently more 
successful—albeit limited—descriptions. 
As noted above, the Advanced test takers included more of their personal 
perspective at the “low” sub-level than at the “mid” or “high” sub-levels. In Advanced-
Low, 5 of the 6 test takers used first person language, focusing on what they did or not 
did not like about a particular city and the activities they did there. In contrast, only one 
Advanced-Mid and one Advanced-High test taker included first-person language. 
Moreover, the Advanced-High speaker included only the comment, “I prefer this city,” 
and then focused the remainder of the description on the city itself. 
In the section that follows, I will present three of the strongest examples of 
speakers at the different sub-levels, in order to support the characterizations of the 
Advanced rating level I have presented above. I will begin with the strongest Advanced-
Low rating level and proceed through the sub-levels. In the transcripts, examiner 
contributions are underlined to differentiate them from test taker production, and an 
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 hsilgnE eht ni edulcni ot detpmetta I .dedulcni si cibarA eht fo noitalsnart hsilgnE
 esoht sa sesualc denodnaba dna ,srorre lacixel ralimis ,snoititeper emas eht snoitalsnart
 lacitcelaid emos evreserp ot detpmetta osla I .hceeps cibarA lanigiro eht ni dnuof
 s’rekat tset eht ni tneserp saw noitaicnunorp siht nehw stpircsnart eht ni noitaicnunorp
 .snoitalsnart hsilgnE eht ni dna lanigiro eht ni sksiretsa htiw dekram era srorrE .hceeps
 morf detcader neeb evah taht seman ecalp ro lanosrep tneserper secaps denilrednu ytpmE
 .stpircsnart eht
 ta 1E yb deticile saw dna rekat tset woL-decnavdA na morf si elpmaxe tsrif ehT
 :hsilgnE ni dias erew taht sdrow setacidni dloB .weivretni eht ni 04:21 tuoba
 
رﺭﺑﻤﺎ رﺭﺑﻤﺎ ﺳﻨﻌﻮدﺩ إﺇﻟﻰ ﻫﺬاﺍ اﺍﻟﻤﻮﺿﻮعﻉ ﺑﻌﺪ ﻗﻠﯿﻴﻞ اﺍﻟﻠﻐﺔ اﺍﻟﻌﺮﺑﯿﻴﺔ اﺍﻻﻫﺘﻤﺎمﻡ ﺑﻬﺎ ﻟﻜﻦ دﺩﻋﯿﻴﻨﺎ ﻧﺘﻜﻠﻢ ﻋﻦ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ 
  اﺍﻟﻤﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ اﺍﻟﺠﻤﯿﻴﻠﺔ؟ﺑﯿﻴﺮﻛﻠﻲ ﻫﻞ ﯾﻳﻤﻜﻦ أﺃنﻥ ﺗﺼﻔﻲ ﻟﻲ ﺗﻠﻚ 
 
                
 ﻣﻦ أﺃﻧﺎ ﻛﺜﯿﻴﺮاﺍ ﺑﯿﻴﺮﻛﻠﻲ اﺍﺣﺐ وﻭاﺍﷲ أﺃﻧﺎوﻭ ﺗﻘﺮﯾﻳﺒﺎ ﺳﻨﻮاﺍتﺕ ﺧﻤﺲ ﺑﯿﻴﺮﻛﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻋﺸﺖ أﺃﻧﺎ اﺍﻵنﻥ دﺩﻟﻮﻗﺘﻲ أﺃﻧﺎ ﻃﺒﻌﺎ
 ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻟﻜﻦوﻭ ﻧﯿﻴﻮﯾﻳﻮرﺭكﻙ ﺧﺎرﺭجﺝ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ إﺇﻟﻰ اﺍﻧﺘﻘﻞ إﺇﻟﻰ اﺍﻧﻄﻠﻖ اﺍنﻥ اﺍرﺭﯾﻳﺪ ﻛﻨﺖ ﻣﺎ اﺍﻟﺒﺪاﺍﯾﻳﺔ ﻓﻲوﻭ ﻧﯿﻴﻮﯾﻳﻮرﺭكﻙ
 ﺑﺲ ﻣﺎ ﺣﺪ إﺇﻟﻰ ﺻﻐﯿﻴﺮةﺓ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ ﻫﻲ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ اﺍﻟﺠﻤﯿﻴﻠﺔ اﺍﻟﻤﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ ﻫﺬهﻩ ﻓﻲ ﺑﺎﻟﺮاﺍﺣﺔ ﺷﻌﺮتﺕ ﺑﯿﻴﺮﻛﻠﻲ إﺇﻟﻰ وﻭﺻﻠﺖ
 ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﯿﻴﺮﻛﻠﻲ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ ﺑﺠﺎﻧﺐ ﻓﺮاﺍﻧﺴﯿﻴﺴﻜﻮ ﺳﺎنﻥوﻭ ﻧﯿﻴﻮﯾﻳﻮرﺭكﻙ ﻣﺜﻞ اﺍﻟﻜﺒﯿﻴﺮةﺓ اﺍﻟﻤﺪنﻥ ﻟﻬﺎ اﺍﻟﻤﻬﻤﺔ اﺍﻷﺷﯿﻴﺎء ﻛﻞ ﻓﯿﻴﻬﺎ
 ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ اﺍﻟﺜﻘﺎﻓﯿﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﺤﯿﻴﺎةﺓ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲوﻭ ﺑﻠﺪ ﻛﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻤﺘﺎزﺯ أﺃﻛﻞ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ أﺃﻛﻞ ﻓﯿﻴﻪ ﻟﻸﻛﻞ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔﯿﻴﻌﻨﻲ ﻓ ﻃﻮلﻝ
 ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﺟﺪاﺍ ﻗﺮﯾﻳﺒﺔ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ ﻫﻲوﻭ ﻓﺮاﺍﻧﺴﯿﻴﺴﻜﻮ ﺳﺎنﻥ ﻓﻲ أﺃوﻭ ﺑﯿﻴﺮﻛﻠﻲ ﻓﻲ أﺃوﻭ ﻣﻮﺟﻮدﺩ ﺷﻲء ﻛﻞ ﻓﻲ
 ﻧﻘﻮلﻝ ﻛﯿﻴﻒ أﺃﻋﺮفﻑ ﻻوﻭ ﻧﯿﻴﻮﯾﻳﻮرﺭكﻙ ﻣﻦ أﺃﻧﺎوﻭ اﺍﻟﻤﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ ﻫﺬهﻩ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺴﻔﺮ ﺟﺪاﺍ ﺳﻬﻞ ﺳﻬﻞ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﻟﻠﻤﻮاﺍﺻﻼتﺕ
 ﺗﺎﻧﻲ اﺍﯾﻳﻪوﻭ ﺧﻼصﺹوﻭ ﻋﺠﻠﺔ ﻋﻨﺪيﻱ أﺃﻧﺎ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ ﻟﻠﺴﯿﻴﺎرﺭاﺍتﺕ ﺣﺎﺟﺔ أﺃوﻭ اﺍﺣﺘﺎجﺝ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ ﻟﯿﻴﺲ ﷲ ﺤﻤﺪﺎﻟﻓ ﺳﯿﻴﺎرﺭةﺓ اﺍﻗﻮدﺩ
 ﻣﻦ أﺃﺣﺴﻦ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲوﻭ ﺟﺪاﺍ ﺟﻤﯿﻴﻞ اﺍﻟﻔﻮاﺍﻛﻪ ﺔﺎﻛﻬاﺍﻟﻔوﻭ اﺍﻟﺨﻀﺎرﺭ اﺍﻷﻛﻞ ﻛﻞ ﺟﺪاﺍ ﺻﺤﯿﻴﺔ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ اﺍﻟﺤﯿﻴﺎةﺓ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ اﺍﻟﺤﯿﻴﺎةﺓ
  ﺑﻜﺜﯿﻴﺮ أﺃﺑّﻂ اﺍﻟﺤﯿﻴﺎةﺓ ﺳﺮعﻉ ﻷنﻥ ﻧﯿﻴﻮﯾﻳﻮرﺭكﻙ
 
 ﻣﺎذﺫاﺍ؟ 
 
  ﻧﯿﻴﻮﯾﻳﻮرﺭكﻙ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻦ ﺎأﺃﺑﻄ أﺃﺑﻄﺎ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ءﺑﻄﻲ
 
 وﻭﻫﻞ ﻫﺬاﺍ ﺷﻲء ﺟﯿﻴﺪ؟ 
 
 ﺳﺮﻋﺔ  -اﺍﻟﺴﺮﻋﺔ أﺃنﻥ ﻋﺮﻓﺖ ﻣﺎ ﻋﺮﻓﺖ ﻣﺎوﻭ اﺍﻟﻤﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ ﻫﺬهﻩ ﻓﻲ ﻛﺒﺮتﺕ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﻛﻨﺖ ﻷﻧﻨﻲ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ هﻩآﺁ ﻟﻲ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ
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 ﻓﻲ أﺃﻋﯿﻴﺶ أﺃنﻥ اﺍﻟﺘﺠﺮﺑﺔ ﻫﺬهﻩ ﻋﻨﺪيﻱ ﻛﺎنﻥوﻭ أﺃﺧﺮىﻯ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ إﺇﻟﻰ اﺍﻧﺘﻘﻠﺖ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻟﻜﻦوﻭ ﻣﺠﻨﻮﻧﺔ ﻛﺎﻧﺖ ﻧﯿﻴﻮﯾﻳﻮرﺭكﻙ
  ﻫﺬاﺍ أﺃﻓﻀﻞ ﻓﺄﻧﺎ ﻓﺒﻄﯿﻴﺌﺔ ﺑﻄﻲء ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ أﺃﻛﺘﺮ ﺷﻮﯾﻳﺔ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ
 
 ﻗﻠِﺖ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ ﺗﻮاﺍﻓﺮ ﻛﺒﯿﻴﺮ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺨﻀﺮوﻭاﺍتﺕ وﻭاﺍﻟﻔﻜﻬﺔ ﻛﯿﻴﻒ ﻫﻲ اﺍﻷﺳﻮاﺍقﻕ ﻓﻲ ﺑﯿﻴﺮﻛﻠﻲ 
 
  ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ اﺍﻷﺳﻮاﺍقﻕ ﺑﻤﻌﻨﻰ
 
اﺍﻷﺳﻮاﺍقﻕ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻬﻮاﺍء اﺍﻟﻄﻠﻖ ﻫﻲ أﺃﺳﻮاﺍقﻕ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﺎﻃﻖ ﻣﻐﻠﻘﺔ ﺑﻨﺎﯾﻳﺎتﺕ ﻣﺜﻞ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ أﺃﺳﻮاﺍقﻕ اﺍﻟﺨﻀﺮوﻭاﺍتﺕ اﺍﻟﻌﺎدﺩﯾﻳﺔ 
 أﺃمﻡ ﻫﻲ أﺃﺳﻮاﺍقﻕ ﻣﻔﺘﻮﺣﺔ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺸﺎرﺭعﻉ؟ 
 
 ﻛﺜﯿﻴﺮاﺍ أﺃﻧﺎ وﻭﻟﻜﻦـ وﻭ ﺑﺲ ﻟﻠﻬﻮاﺍء ﻣﻔﺘﻮﺣﺔ أﺃﺳﻮاﺍقﻕ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ اﺍﻻﺳﺒﻮعﻉ ﻓﻲ أﺃﯾﻳﺎمﻡ ﺛﻼثﺙ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ أﺃﺳﻮاﺍقﻕ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ
 اﺍﻟﺴﻮﺑﺮﻣﺎرﺭﻛﺖ اﺍﺳﻢ ﻷنﻥ اﺍﻟﻔﻮاﺍﻛﻪوﻭ ﻟﻠﺨﻀﺮوﻭاﺍتﺕ ﻣﺸﻬﻮرﺭ وﻭاﺍﷲ ﻫﻮ وﻭاﺍﺣﺪ ﺳﻮﺑﺮﻣﺎﻛﺖ إﺇﻟﻰ أﺃذﺫﻫﺐ
 ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﺛﻤﺎﻧﯿﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺜﻼ اﺍﻟﻤﺎﻧﺠﺔ ﻣﻦ ﻧﻮعﻉ ﻨﺎﺷﺮﺛاﺍ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ ﻣﺜﻼ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲوﻭ وﻭاﺍﷲ ﺷﻲء ﻛﻞ ﻓﯿﻴﻬﺎوﻭ اﺍﻟﺒﯿﻴﺮﻛﻠﯿﻴﺒﻮلﻝ
  اﺍﻟﺴﻮﺑﺮﻣﺎرﺭﻛﺖ ﻫﺬاﺍ ﻣﻦ ﺟﺪاﺍ ﻗﺮﯾﻳﺒﺎ أﺃﺳﻜﻦ أﺃﻧﺎوﻭ  -دﺩاﺍﺋﻤﺎ ﻓﺄﻧﺎوﻭ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ ﺑﻠﺪاﺍنﻥ
 
 اﺍﻧﺖ ﻣﺤﻈﻮﻇﺔ ﺟﺪاﺍ ﯾﻳﺎ ____ 
 
 wonk I
  ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ اﺍﷲ أﺃﺷﻜﺮ ﺣﻤﺪﷲ ﯾﻳﻮمﻡ ﻛﻞ أﺃﻧﺎ وﻭاﺍﷲ
 
 ﻫﺬاﺍ ﺷﻲء ﺟﻤﯿﻴﻞ ﺟﺪاﺍ ﺗﻤﺎمﻡ
 
 ?em rof ytic lufituaeb siht ebircsed uoy naC .yelekreB fo ytic eht tuoba klat s’teL
 yletamixorppa won sraey evif rof yelekreB ni devil evah I 62won won I ,esruoc fO
 ot tnaw t’ndid I gninnigeb eht ni dna kroY weN morf ma I tol a yelekreB ekil yllaer I dna
 tlef I yelekreB ni devirra I nehw tub kroY weN edistuo ytic a ot evom ot *ffo ekat
 fo tol a sah ti tub tnetxe niatrec a ot ytic llams a si ti ekil ytic lufituaeb siht ni elbatrofmoc
 eht ot txen thgir si ocsicnarF naS dna kroY weN ekil seitic gib ni ekil sgniht tnatropmi
 ni dna yrtnuoc yreve morf doof taerg si ereht s’ereht doof fo smret ni os yelekreB fo ytic
 ocsicnarF naS ni ro yelekreB ni rehtie ereh si gnihtyreve wonk uoy efil larutluc fo smret
 ytic siht ni levart ot ysae yrev s’ti wonk uoy noitatropsnart fo smret ni esolc yrev si ti dna
                                                
 .ereh ”won“ fo noisrev lamrof eht sesu neht dna ”won“ fo noisrev tcelaid eht sesu rekaeps sihT 62
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and I am from New York and I don’t know how to- how do we say to drive a car so thank 
God there is no need27 or need for cars there I have a bike and that’s it and what else? 
Life is you know life is you know very healthy- all the food the vegetables the fruit the 
fruit28 is very nice and you know it’s nicer than New York because the speet* of life is a 
lot *slow-  
What? 
Slow- you know slower slower than New York  
And is that a good thing? 
In my opinion, yeah, because I- you know grew up in this city and didn’t know 
didn’t know the speed of New York was crazy but when I moved to another city and I had 
this experience of living in a city that was a little you know slower so I prefer that  
You said there are a lot of fruits and vegetables available. How are the markets in 
Berkeley? 
The markets meaning …? 
The open-air markets- the markets are in an enclosed building like normal 
vegetable markets or are the markets open on the street? 
There are there are markets there are three days a week there are markets open 
to the air but and but often I go to a supermarket and really it’s famous for vegetables 
and fruits because the name of it is Berkeley Bowl and it has everything really and you 
know like there are twelve kinds of mango for example from from eight like different 
countries and so I always-* and I live very close to that supermarket 
                                                
27 This is one form of the word “need.” The test taker supplies another, more common form immediately 
following. 
28 This is another instance in which the test taker uses a word favored more in dialect before producing a 
more formal equivalent. Both words are pronounced correctly and are appropriate to the context; they only 
differ in terms of register. 
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You are very lucky! 
I know 
I swear every day thank God- I thank God! 
That is very nice, ok 
 
This test taker’s initial description lasts approximately two minutes. In it, she 
focuses on her personal experience, but also provides more information than test takers at 
the lower levels. She includes: 1) her opinion, 2) how the city compares to her hometown, 
3) some information on its proximity to San Francisco, 4) that the transportation is good 
enough that she does not need to drive, and 5) that the lifestyle is healthy because there 
are lots of fruits and vegetables available. The follow up questions from the examiner 
appear to be aimed at expanding the information the test taker has given. This also seems 
to imply that her description was understandable and provided sufficiently clear 
information, allowing the examiner to focus on expansion questions rather than 
clarification questions. 
At the Advanced-Mid level, one of the strongest descriptions was also elicited by 
E1. It occurred about twelve minutes into the interview.  
 
 
 
؟ﺔﯿﻴﺑﺮﻐﻣ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻞﻤﺟأﺃ ﻚﯾﻳأﺃرﺭ ﻲﻓ ﻲﻫ ﺎﻣ بﺏﺮﻐﻤﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ ﺖﻨﻛ ِﺖﻧأﺃ ﺐﯿﻴﻃ 
 
ﺖﻧاﺍدﺩوﻭرﺭﺎﺗ ﺖﻧاﺍدﺩوﻭرﺭﺎﺗ ﻲﻫ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻞﻤﺟأﺃ ّنﻥﻷ ﻞﻬﺳ لﻝاﺍﺆﺳ اﺍﺬﻫ  
 
ﻢﻌﻧ ﺖﻧاﺍدﺩوﻭرﺭﺎﺗ  
 
؟ﻞﯿﻴﺻﺎﻔﺘﻟﺎﺑ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻤﻟاﺍ ﻲﻔﺼﺗ نﻥأﺃ ﻚﻨﻜﻤﯾﻳ ﻞﻫ 
 
ّنﻥﻷ ﺶﻛاﺍﺮﻣ ةﺓﺪﺟ ﺎﻬﻤﺳاﺍ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺖﻧاﺍدﺩوﻭرﺭﺎﺗ ﻢﻌﻧ* ﺶﻛاﺍﺮﻣ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻦﻣ مﻡﺪﻗأﺃ  ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﺶﻛاﺍﺮﻣوﻭًاﺍﺪﺟ ةﺓرﺭﻮﻬﺸﻣ 
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وﻭأﺃﺟﻤﻞ ﻣﻦ ﻣﺮاﺍﻛﺶ وﻭﻟﻜﻦ ﻣﺎ زﺯاﺍلﻝ  رﺭوﻭدﺩاﺍﻧﺖ أﺃﻗﺪمﻡﺎنﻥ وﻭﻟﻜﻦ ﺗﺴﯿﻴﺎﺣﺔ ﻛﺜﯿﻴﺮةﺓ اﺍﻵأﺃوﻭ اﺍﻟ وﻭﺳﯿﻴﺎﺳﯿﻴﺔ *وﻭﻓﯿﻴﻬﺎ ﺗﻨﻤﯿﻴﺔ
ﻷّنﻥ  ذﺫاﺍكﻙ اﺍﻟﺸﻲوﻭ ﻏﺎﻟﯿﻴﺔ ﺟﺪًاﺍ اﺍﻟﺜﻤﻦ*وﻭ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﺻﻐﯿﻴﺮ ﺷﻮﯾﻳﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻟﻠﺴﯿﻴﺎﺣﺔ وﻭﻫﺬاﺍ ﺟﯿﻴﺪةﺓ ﻟﯿﻴﺲ ﻓﯿﻴﻬﺎ اﺍزﺯدﺩﺣﺎمﻡ
ﻓﯿﻴﻬﺎ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﻛﻞ ﺷﻲء  ﻣﻤﺘﺎزﺯةﺓﺳﯿﻴﺎﺣﺔ ﻛﺜﯿﻴﺮًاﺍ وﻭﻟﻜﻦ ﻓﯿﻴﻬﺎ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ أﺃﺳﻮاﺍقﻕ  ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﻟﯿﻴﺲ ﻓﯿﻴﻬﺎ ﺳﯿﻴﺎﺳﺔـ* ﻫﯿﻴﻚ ﺷﻲء
  ﻣﻦ ﺻﻨﺎﻋﺔ ﺗﻘﻠﯿﻴﺪﯾﻳﺔ
 
  ekil
 
وﻭﻓﻲ وﻭﺳﻂ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ ﻓﻲ وﻭﺳﻂ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ اﺍﻣﺎزﺯﯾﻳﻐﯿﻴﺔ وﻭﻟﻜﻦ  ﻣﻤﺘﺎزﺯ ﻣﺎﻛﻠﺔ وﻭأﺃﯾﻳﻀًﺎ ﺻﻨﺎﻋﺔ ﺗﻘﻠﯿﻴﺪﯾﻳﺔ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﻣﻨﺘﻮجﺝ
 وﻭاﺍﻟﻤﺄﻛﻠﺔ وﻭاﺍﻻﻣﺎزﺯﯾﻳﻐﯿﻴﺔ اﺍﻟﻌﺮبﺏ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ وﻭﻟﺬﻟﻚ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ اﺍﻟﻌﺮبﺏ ةﺓﺗﺎرﺭﯾﻳﺦ ﻃﻮﯾﻳﻞ ﻣﻦ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﺣﻀﺮ اﺍﻟﻤﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ ﻋﻨﺪﻫﺎ
  ﺟﺪًاﺍوﻭاﺍﻟﺜﻘﺎﻓﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻟﻤﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﺟﻤﯿﻴﻞ 
 
 
 وﻭﻛﯿﻴﻒ ﻫﻲ اﺍﻟﺸﻮاﺍرﺭعﻉ وﻭاﺍﻟﺒﯿﻴﻮتﺕ ﻣﺜﻞ ﻣﺮاﺍﻛﺶ أﺃوﻭ ﻣﺨﺘﻠﻔﺔ؟
 
ﻓﻲ ﻣﺮاﺍﻛﺶ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ  ﺧﺎرﺭﺟﯿﻴﺔـ .. وﻭﻷّنﻥ اﺍﻟﻨﺎسﺱ اﺍﻟ ﻣﺜﻞ ﻣﺮاﺍﻛﺶ وﻭﻟﻜﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺮاﺍﻛﺶ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ ﺑﯿﻴﻮتﺕ ﻗﺪﯾﻳﻤﺔ ﺟﺪًاﺍ
  وﻭﻣﻤﻜﻦ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﺗﺤﻔﯿﻴﻆ ﻛﺜﯿﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ ﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻟﺒﯿﻴﻮتﺕ
 
 ﻣّﺮةﺓ ﺛﺎﻧﯿﻴﺔ؟ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ؟
 
ﻮتﺕ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ وﻭﻟﻜﻦ ﺑﺎﻟﻨﺴﺒﺔ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ اﺍﻟﻨﺎسﺱ اﺍﻟﺬﯾﻳﻦ ﯾﻳﺤﺎﻓﻈﻮاﺍ اﺍﻟﺒﯿﻴﻮتﺕ ﻓﻲ ﻧﻔﺲ اﺍﻟﺸﻜﻞ ﻛﻜﺎﻧﺖ اﺍﻟﺒﯿﻴ
ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﯾﻳﻐّﯿﻴﺮوﻭاﺍ ﺑﯿﻴﻮﺗﻬﻢ إﺇﻟﻰ  ﺑﯿﻴﻮتﺕ ﻛﺜﯿﻴﺮ ﻣﻦ اﺍﻟﻨﺎسﺱ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺎرﺭوﻭدﺩاﺍﻧﺖ ﯾﻳﺮﯾﻳﺪوﻭنﻥ أﺃنﻥ ﻠﻨﺎسﺱ ﻓﻲ ﺗﺎرﺭوﻭدﺩاﺍﻧﺖ ﻛﺎنﻥﻟ
ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ ﻛﺎنﻥ ﺣﺪاﺍﺋﻖ ﻋﺎﻣﺔ  نﻥ اﺍﻟﻤﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ ﺗﻐّﯿﻴﺮوﻭاﺍﻵ وﻭﻫﺬاﺍ ﺷﻲء ﺑﺸﻜﻞ ﻣﻌﺎﺻﺮةﺓ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﻣﻊ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﻛﻮﻧﻜﺮﯾﻳﺖ
  أﺃﻋﺘﻘﺪ  اﺍﻵنﻥوﻭأﺃﻗﻞ  وﻭﻟﻜﻦ أﺃﻗﻞ وﻭﻛﻞ ﺷﻲء ﻓﻲ ﻛﻞ ﻣﯿﻴﺪاﺍنﻥ وﻭاﺍﻟﺮوﻭﻣﺎنﻥ ﻲوﻭﺷﺠﺮةﺓ اﺍﻟﺒﺮﺗﻘﺎﻟ ﺔﺻﻓﻲ ﻛﻞ ﺑﻼ
 
 
  أﺃﻧﺎ إﺇنﻥ ﺷﺎء اﺍﷲ ﺳﺄزﺯوﻭرﺭ ﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻟﻤﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ إﺇذﺫاﺍ ذﺫﻫﺒﺖ إﺇﻟﻰ اﺍﻟﻤﻐﺮبﺏ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ ﺟﻤﯿﻴﻠﺔ
  ﻧﻌﻢ أﺃﺣﺴﻦ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ
 
 naccoroM lufituaeb tsom eht si noinipo ruoy ni tahW .occoroM ni erew uoy ,lleW
 ?ytic
 tnaduoraT tnaduoraT si ytic lufituaeb tsom eht esuaceb noitseuq ysae na si tahT
 sey
 ?liated ni ytic eht ebircsed uoy naC
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Yes, Taroudant you know its name is “grandmother of Marrakesh” because* 
older than the city of Marrakesh and Marrakesh is a very famous city and it has growth 
and politics and much tourism now but Taroudant is older and more beautiful than 
Marrakesh but now it is still a little small in terms of tourism and this is good there isn’t 
crowdedness and high prices* and that sort of thing because of that you know it doesn’t 
have politics-* tourism a lot but it does have like great markets in it you know everything 
of traditional manufacturing like production traditional production for- you know you 
know and and also great food and and in the middle of a city- the city is in the middle of 
an Amazigh area but the city has a long history of from the time of Arab settlement and 
therefore there are the Arabs and the Amazigh and the food and the culture in this* city 
this city are very beautiful 
And how are the streets and cities- like Marrakesh or different? 
Like Marrakesh but in Marrakesh there are very old houses and because of the 
outside people in Marrakesh there is * a lot of memorization* from a lot of houses and 
maybe 
One more time? There is…? 
There is umm you know the people who preserve the houses in the same 
appearance as the houses were in the past but in regards * the people in Taroudant *it 
was a lot of houses from people in Taroudant who want to you know change their houses 
into by*a modern style like with the concrete and that thing and now the city change* in 
the past, there were public parks in each square and orange trees and pomegranate and 
every thing and in each square and but less and less now I think 
Hopefully I’ll visit this city if I go to Morocco you know- a beautiful city! 
Yes, yes, the best city 
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This is one of the strongest examples of Advanced-Mid descriptions because the 
test taker provided more information and more varied content about the city than other 
speakers at the Advanced and Intermediate rating levels in less than 3 minutes and 30 
seconds. She tells the examiner: 1) Taroudant is the most beautiful city in Morocco in her 
opinion, 2) it is known as the “grandmother of Marrakesh,” 3) it is smaller than 
Marrakesh, 4) it is known for traditional crafts and markets, 5) it has a long history from 
the arrival of the Arabs, and 6) that both Arab and Amazigh cultures are found there. She 
is also able, in a limited way, to respond to the requests for expansion by discussing the 
houses and attempts to preserve them from current inhabitants’ efforts to renovate or 
otherwise change them. 
I will now turn to one of the strongest examples of a city description from an 
Advanced-High test taker. This description was elicited by E2 approximately 11 minutes 
into the interview. Words in bold were spoken in English in the recording: 
 
 
 ؟ﻢﻌﻧ ةﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ ﺔﺳاﺍرﺭﺪﻟاﺍ َﺖﻠﻤﻛاﺍوﻭ ةﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟاﺍ ﻰﻟإﺇ َﺖﺒﻫذﺫ ﻢﺛ ﻖﺸﻣدﺩ ﻲﻓ َﺖﻨﻛ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ًﺎﻀﯾﻳأﺃ َﻚﻧإﺇ َﺖﻠﻘﻓ 
 
ﻢﻌﻧ  
 
  ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻦﻋ ًﻼﺼﻔﻣ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ًﺎﻔﺻوﻭ ُﺪﯾﻳرﺭﺄﻓ ﺎﻬﻓﺮﻋأﺃ ﻻ ﺎﻬُﺗرﺭزﺯ ﺎﻣ ﺎﻬُﺗرﺭزﺯ ﺎﻣ ﺎﻧاﺍ ﻲﻛ ةﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟاﺍ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻦﻋ ﻲﻨﺛﺪﺣ
 ةﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟاﺍ 
 
 
ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ةﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟاﺍ ﻲﻫ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﺔﻠﯿﻴﻤﺟ ًاﺍﺪﺟ ﻲﻫ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ةﺓﺮﯿﻴﺒﻛ ﺔﻌﺳاﺍوﻭ ﯿﻴﻓﻪ سﺱﺎﻧ ﺮﯿﻴﺜﻛ ﻲﻓ ﺔﻤﺣزﺯ ﻲﻓ ﻞﻛ ﺔﺘﺣ دﺩﺪﻌﻓ 
نﻥﺎﻜﺴﻟاﺍ ًﺎﺒﯾﻳﺮﻘﺗ ﺔﺴﻤﺧ وﻭﻦﯾﻳﺮﺸﻋ نﻥﻮﯿﻴﻠﻣ وﻭﺎﻬﯿﻴﻓ ﺔﺒﺴﻨﻟﺎﺑ ﻲﻟ ﻲﻫ ﻒﺤﺘﻣ فﻑ ﯿﻴﻓﻪ آﺁرﺭﺎﺛ ﺔﯿﻴﻧﺎﻣوﻭرﺭ ﺔﯿﻴﻧﺎﻧﻮﯾﻳ 
ﺔﯿﻴﻧﻮﻋﺮﻓ ﺔﯿﻴﻣﻼﺳإﺇ ﻞﻛ هﻩﺬﻫ ﻵاﺍرﺭﺎﺛ ةﺓدﺩﻮﺟﻮﻣ ﻲﻓ ﺲﻔﻧ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻤﻟاﺍ ﻦﻜﻤﻤﻓ ﺖﻧأﺃ ﻲﺸﻤﺗ ﻲﻓ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻤﻟاﺍ وﻭﻪﯿﻴﻓ تﺕﺎﯾﻳﺎﻨﺑ 
ًﻼﺜﻣ ﺔﯿﻴﻣﻼﺳإﺇ ﺟﻨﺐ آﺁرﺭﺎﺛ ﺔﯿﻴﻧﺎﻣوﻭرﺭ وﻭآﺁرﺭﺎﺛ ﺔﯿﻴﻧﺎﻧﻮﯾﻳ ﻲﻓ ﺲﻔﻧ عﻉرﺭﺎﺸﻟاﺍ ﻊﻣ ﺾﻌﺑ وﻭﺎﻬﯿﻴﻓ ًﻼﺜﻣ ﺔﺒﺴﻨﻟﺎﺑ  ﻞﻛﻸﻟ
ﻲﻓ ﻢﻋﺎﻄﻣ ﺔﻔﻠﺘﺨﻣ ﻞﻛﻷاﺍ زﺯﺎﺘﻤﻣ أﺃﻞﻛ ﺬﯾﻳﺬﻟ كﻙﺎﻨﻫ وﻭﻲﻫ ﺔﺼﯿﻴﺧرﺭ ﺔﻓﺎﺿﻹﺎﺑ ﻰﻟإﺇ ﻚﻟذﺫ ﺰّﯿﻴﻤﺘﺘﺑ ﺰّﯿﻴﻤﺘﺘﺑ 
ةﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟاﺍ بﺏ  
coffee shops  
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ﻲﻫاﺍﻮﻗ ﺔﯿﻴﺒﻌﺷ ﯿﻴﻓﻪ ﻲﻫاﺍﻮﻗ ﺔﯿﻴﺒﻌﺷ وﻭسﺱﺎﻨﻟاﺍ ﻦﯾﻳﺪﻋﺎﻗ وﻭﺑبﺏﺮﺸﺘ ﺔﻠﯿﻴﺟرﺭأﺃ وﻭﻢﻠﻜﺘﺘﺑ ﻮﺠﻟﺎﻓ ﻮﻠﺣ ﺮﯿﻴﺜﻛ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﻲﻫ 
ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ةﺓﻮﻠﺣ ﺮﯿﻴﺜﻛ وﻭﯿﻴﻓﻪ تﺕﺎﻌﻣﺎﺟ ﯿﻴﻓﻪ تﺕﺎﺒﺘﻜﻣ ﻲﻓ تﺕﺎﺟﺎﺣ ﺔﻔﻠﺘﺨﻣ ﻦﻜﻤﻣ ﺖﻧأﺃ ﻲﺸﻤﺗ ﻦﻜﻤﻣ ﺖﻧأﺃ رﺭوﻭﺰﺗ 
ﺔﻘﻄﻨﻣ ﻞﻛ مﻡﻮﯾﻳ ﺪﻤﻟةﺓ ﺔﻨﺳ وﻭﺖﻧأﺃ ﺎﻣ ﺶﺼﻠﺨﺗ  
 
ﻪﺴﻟ ﯿﻴﻓﻪ تﺕﺎﺟﺎﺣ ﺔﻔﻠﺘﺨﻣ وﻭةﺓﺪﯾﻳﺪﺟ ﻞﻛ مﻡﻮﯾﻳ  
 
 ؟ﻪﯿﻴﻓ وﻭأﺃ ﻪﯿﻴﻓ ﺲﯿﻴﻟ 
 
 ﻪﺴﻟ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﻪﯿﻴﻓ ﻪﯿﻴﻓ  
 
So you said, you know, you were also in Damascus and then you went to Cairo 
and you finished your studies in Cairo, yes?  
Yes 
Uh, tell me about the city of Cairo as if I had never visited it- I’ve never visited it 
and I don’t know it so I want you know a detailed description of the city of Cairo 
Uh the city of Cairo is a very beautiful city it is a big- wide city there are a lot of 
the people it’s crowded everywhere since the population is approximately 25 million and 
in it in my opinion it is a museum since there are Roman, Greek, Pharaonic, Islamic 
ruins all these ruins are present in the same city so it’s possible for you to walk in the city 
and there are Islamic buildings for example next to Roman ruins and Greek ruins in the 
same street together in it for example in terms of the food in different restaurants the food 
is delicious food there it is cheap in addition to that Cairo is distinguished by coffee 
shops the popular ceffoo* houses there are popular ceffoo* houses and the people are 
sitting and you smoke argeelah and you’re talking so the weather is very nice and there 
are universities and there are libraries and there are different things maybe you walk 
maybe you visit a neighborhood every day for a year and you haven’t finished ahh there 
are still new and different things every day 
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There aren’t or there are? 
There still you know there are there are 
 
This test taker produced common features of the content of both an Intermediate 
rating level description and an Advanced level description. He included the beauty, size, 
and weather of Cairo as Intermediate level test takers commonly did, but he also referred 
to the history and ruins found there. He listed good food and varied restaurants as 
attractions, and his description moves from a list of the attributes to include a description 
of what the listener might enjoy, something that was not found in the majority of the 
lower-level descriptions. 
The Advanced rating level speakers appeared to include more information in their 
descriptions than the test takers at the Intermediate rating level, as I will explain below. 
Advanced rating level speakers’ inclusion of more varied information also made their 
descriptions more easily distinguishable from one another. In this respect, these 
descriptions were also more successful than those found at the Intermediate rating levels. 
However, they were still limited in the scope of information found in them – generally 
limited to comments on size, appearance, weather, and history – and occasionally 
contained errors in pronunciation or vocabulary selection that prevented these 
descriptions from being as easily understood as descriptions elicited from test takers who 
were rated at the Superior level. 
 
 
Intermediate Descriptions 
The lowest level Intermediate description attempt was elicited by E9 at 
approximately 11:30 in an interview with a test taker who was subsequently rated 
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Intermediate-Low. The test taker mentioned that he had visited Marrakesh and the 
examiner asked him to describe the city. This test taker produced an attempt at 
description that included his personal opinion of the city (“for me, Marrakesh is 
beautiful”), a simple statement about the people and buildings of the city (“good people 
and beautiful buildings”), and a repetition of a comment about the weather (“but the 
weather is hot”). The entire exchange – including the examiner’s prompting – takes 
approximately one minute. The test taker’s description is 29 tokens long (including 
searching for appropriate word forms), making it one of the shortest attempts found in the 
data set. He does not include any information that differentiates this city from other cities 
in the world, other than the fact that the speaker considered it beautiful. 
The 11 Intermediate-Mid level speakers tended to concentrate on the appearance 
of the city (with 6 commenting on its beauty or size) and their personal experience of the 
city (whether they liked it or not, including two impressions of the city’s inhabitants). 
Two also mentioned weather, a topic that was found in only a few samples across the 
Intermediate and Advanced levels. Exceptions to this overall characterization of 
Intermediate level description were found in three responses, in which test takers 
volunteered more information or evaluation. The longest exception came from a test taker 
who volunteered that he goes to the city he is attempting to describe in order to flee his 
university, which is like a prison. His description extended to 93 tokens. In another test, 
the test taker included geographic information, without being asked to do so by the 
examiner, and a third test taker tells the examiner not to go to Morocco. 
Additional information was included in test takers’ descriptions if and when 
examiners asked more specific questions, either about the geographic location, economy, 
or reasons why a city was particularly well-known. I consider these responses to show 
evidence of test takers’ abilities to answer specific questions about the cities at the 
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Intermediate level. However, I excluded these from my characterization of city 
descriptions at this level as the test takers did not volunteer this information in their initial 
responses, but rather these pieces of information were elicited from them by examiners’ 
follow-up questions. 
Responses to the requests for description at the Intermediate-Mid level can best be 
described as largely unsuccessful. First, the responses were typically difficult to interpret 
because they often included either multiple lexical errors or lexical errors at key junctures 
in the communication that made understanding the test taker responses extremely 
difficult. Second, the responses largely consisted of a string of place names or 
disconnected statements that required repeated examiner prompting to elicit. This appears 
to change for some test takers at the Intermediate-High level as I will explain below. 
 
Intermediate-High Descriptions 
There were 7 sub-samples of Intermediate-High descriptions. Intermediate-High 
level speakers appeared to encounter difficulty in communicating meaning in their 
description attempts, and did not typically produce language that differentiated the city 
they were describing from other large or small cities in other parts of the world. Four of 
the samples appeared to reflect an emerging ability to avoid the pitfalls of lexical errors 
that obscured the intended meaning and the beginning of the ability to include more 
varied information. 
For example, an Intermediate-High test taker produced the following description 
of Fez about eight and a half minutes into the test. The transcript is as follows: 
 
؟سﺱﺎﻓ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻲﻫ ﻒﯿﻴﻛ ؟ﻢﻌﻧ سﺱﺎﻓ ﻲﻓ نﻥﻵاﺍ ﺖﻧأﺃ ﺐﯿﻴﻃ 
 
ﺎﻓ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣزﺯ  (سﺱﺎﻓ =) ﺪﻫﺎﺷﻷ ةﺓزﺯﺎﺘﻤﻣ ﺔﺻﺮﻓ ﻒﯿﻴﺼﻟاﺍ اﺍﺬﻫ ﻚﻟﺬﻟ ﺔﯿﻴﺑﺮﻐﻤﻟاﺍ ﻲﺘﻠﺋﺎﻋ ﻊﻣ ﺎﻨﻫ ﻦﻜﺳأﺃ ﺎﻧاﺍ ةﺓزﺯﺎﺘﻤﻣ
 94 
 مﻡﺪﻗأﺃ اﺍﺪﺟ ﺔﻌﺘﻤﻣ سﺱﺎﻓ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻤﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ ﺔﻘﻄﻨﻣ هﻩﺬﻫ ﺔﻤﯾﻳﺪﻗ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻲﻓ ﻦﻜﺳأﺃوﻭ ﻲﻘﯿﻴﻘﺣ ﻲﺑﺮﻐﻣ ﺖﯿﻴﺑ ﻲﻓ ﻲﻓ ةﺓﺎﯿﻴﺤﻟاﺍ
 ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻢﯾﻳﺪﻗ ﺔﻌﻣﺎﺟ ﻢﻟﺎﻌﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ ﺔﻌﻣﺎﺟ مﻡﺪﻗأﺃ ﺪﺟﻮﯾﻳ سﺱﺎﻓ ﻲﻓ ﺔﻤﯾﻳﺪﻗ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻲﻓ ﻞﯾﻳﻮﻃ ﺦﯾﻳرﺭﺎﺗ ﻊﻣ اﺍﺪﺟ ﺔﻤﯾﻳﺪﻗ
ﯿﻴﻓ ﻼﺜﻣوﻭ ﺔﯾﻳﺪﯿﻴﻠﻘﺗ ءﺎﯿﻴﺷأﺃ ﻊﻣ ﻦﯿﻴﻛﺎﻛدﺩوﻭ تﺕﺎﺷرﺭوﻭ ﻦﻣ ﺮﯿﻴﺜﻛ كﻙﺎﻨﻫﻮﻨﯿﻴﯾﻳوﻭﺮﻘﻟاﺍﻪ  نﻥﺎﻜﻣ ﻎﺑﺪﻟاﺍ رﺭاﺍدﺩ ﺔﺟرﺭاﺍﺪﺑ كﻙﺎﻨﻫ
 سﺱﺎﻨﻟاﺍ ﺚﯿﻴﺣنﻥﻮﻌّﻨﺼﯾﻳ (نﻥﻮﻌﻨﺼﯾﻳ=) ﺎﻓ ﻲﻓ اﺍﺬﻫ ﻞﺜﻣ ءﺎﯿﻴﺷأﺃ ﻦﻣ ﺮﯿﻴﺜﻛ كﻙﺎﻨﻫ ﺔﯾﻳﺪﻠﺟ ءﺎﯿﻴﺷأﺃزﺯ ﺎﻓزﺯ ةﺓزﺯﺎﺘﻤﻣ  
 
So you’re now in Fez, right? How is the city of Fez? 
The city of Fez is great, I live here with my Moroccan family so the summer is a 
great opportunity to see life in a real Moroccan house and I live in an old city, this area 
in the city of Fez is very interesting, oldest- old- a very old city with a long history in an 
old city in Fez there is the oldest university in the world al-Qarawiyyin University, there 
are a lot of workshops and shops with traditional things, and for example in Moroccan 
dialect there is Dar al-Dabagh a place where people manufacture* [pronunciation is 
unclear] leather things, there are a lot of things like that in Fez, Fez is great 
 
This description includes much more information than most of the other attempts 
at the Intermediate-High rating level. The test taker includes not only her opinion, but 
also some of the distinguishing places in the city like a famous university and traditional 
crafts area found there. She also includes the fact that she lives with a Moroccan family 
and is able to see life in a real Moroccan family. The test taker stumbles over “oldest” 
and “old” in a “very old city with a long history,” but overall her attempt at description is 
fairly clear. The examiner does not prompt the test taker for clarification. Given that she 
has included some information that distinguishes Fez from other cities and largely 
managed to avoid lexical errors that obscured her meaning like other test takers, her 
attempt appears to be one of the strongest of the Intermediate-High test taker sub-
samples. 
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Superior Rating Level Descriptions 
There were two requests for city descriptions at the Superior level by E2 and both 
were of Alexandria, Egypt. Both have more content and more varied content than the 
descriptions typically produced at the Intermediate and Advanced levels. Both were also 
elicited earlier in their tests, with both being produced in the first ten minutes of the test 
takers’ tests. The first of the two descriptions was elicited approximately four minutes 
into the interview: 
 
 ﻲﻨﺛﺪﺣ ﻚﻟﺬﻟ ﺎﻬﺗرﺭزﺯ ﺎﻣ ﻲﻧإﺇ َﻚﻟ ُﺖﻠﻗ ﺎﻧأﺃوﻭ ﺔﯾﻳرﺭﺪﻨﻜﺳﻻاﺍ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻦﻋ ﻲﻨﺘﻟﺄﺳ ﺔﯾﻳرﺭﺪﻨﻜﺳﻻاﺍ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻦﻋ ﻲﻨﺛﺪﺣ
 ﺎﻬﻓﺮﻋأﺃ ﻻ ﺎﻬﻨﻋ 
 
ﺒﺴﻨﻟﺎﺑ نﻥﺪﻣ ﻞﻤﺟأﺃ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﻦﻣ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺔﯾﻳرﺭﺪﻨﻜﺳﻻاﺍ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺔ ﺔﯿﻴﺒﻠﻏأﺃ فﻑﺮﻌﺗ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ًﺎﻌﺒﻃ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺮﺼﻣ ﻲﻓ ﻲﻟ
ىﻯﺮﺧأﺃ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ يﻱأﺃ ﻦﻣ ةﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟاﺍ سﺱﺎﻨﻟاﺍ ﺒﺴﻨﻟﺎﺑ ﻦﻜﻟوﻭ ﺔﻨﻜﺳﻻاﺍ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﻲﻟﺮﺼﻣ ﻲﻓ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻦﺴﺣأﺃ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺔﯾﻳرﺭﺪ ﺎﻧأﺃ 
 ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺮﺜﻛأﺃ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺔﯾﻳرﺭﺪﻨﻜﺳﻻاﺍ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻦﻜﻟوﻭ اﺍﺪﺟ ﺎﻬﺘﺒﺒﺣأﺃ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳوﻭ ﺎﻬﺗرﺭزﺯ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ةﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ ﺔﻠﻜﺸﻣ يﻱﺪﻨﻋ ﺲﯿﻴﻟ
 ﺔﻤﺻﺎﻌﻟاﺍ ةﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟاﺍ ﻦﻣ ﺔﺣاﺍرﺭ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺲﯿﻴﻟ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ عﻉرﺭﺎﺸﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ نﻥﺎﻘﺘﺣﻻاﺍ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳوﻭ مﻡﺎﺣدﺩزﺯﻻاﺍ ﺔﺟرﺭدﺩ نﻥﻷ
ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ةﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ ةﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ نﻥﻮﻜﯾﻳ ﺎﻤﻛ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ اﺍﺪﺟ اﺍﺪﺟ ﺔﻤﺣدﺩﺰﻣ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ  ﺎﻌﺒﻃ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺔﯾﻳرﺭﺪﻨﻜﺳﻻاﺍوﻭ
ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻞﻛ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ؟*يﻱﻮﺘﺤﺗ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺔﯾﻳﺮﺼﻣ  ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﻦﻣ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺔﯾﻳرﺭﺪﻨﻜﺳاﺍ ﻦﻜﻟوﻭ ﺎﻣ ﺪﺣ ﻰﻟإﺇ مﻡﺎﺣدﺩزﺯاﺍ
 ﻻ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ اﺍﺪﺟ اﺍﺪﺟ ﺬﯾﻳﺬﻟ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺔﯾﻳرﺭﺪﻨﻜﺳﻻاﺍ ﻲﻓ ﻚﻤﺴﻟاﺍ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﻢﻫﺪﻨﻋ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ اﺍﺪﺟ ﻦﯿﻴﺒﯿﻴﻃ سﺱﺎﻨﻟاﺍوﻭ ﺮﺤﺒﻟاﺍ ﺐﻧﺎﺠﺑ
ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﻚﻟ لﻝﻮﻗأﺃ نﻥأﺃ ﻊﯿﻴﻄﺘﺳأﺃ  رﺭوﻭﺰﺗ نﻥأﺃ ﻚﯿﻴﻠﻋ ﺐﺠﯾﻳَﺗوﻭ ﺔﯾﻳرﺭﺪﻨﻜﺳﻻاﺍَﺮﺠبﺏ(بﺏّﺮﺠﺗ =)  ﻢﻋﺎﻄﻤﻟاﺍ ﺾﻌﺑ ﻲﻓ
 ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳوﻭ كﻙﺎﻨﻫ ﺪﺟﻮﺗ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﻲﺘﻟاﺍ ﺔﻤﺨﻔﻟاﺍ  
 
Tell me about the city of Alexandria, you asked me about the city of Alexandria 
and I told you that I had not visited it so tell me about it, I don’t know it 
Well the city of Alexandria like is among like the most beautiful cities in my 
opinion in Egypt like of course like the majority of people know Cairo more than any 
other city but in my opinion like Alexandria is like the best city in Egypt I don’t have a 
problem in Cairo like I visited it and like I liked it a lot but the city of Alexandria is like 
more like comfortable than the capital of Cairo because the degree- the degree- the 
degree of crowdedness and like congestion like in the street like is not not like as it is in 
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Cairo in Cairo in Cairo is like a very very crowded like city and Alexandria like of 
course like every Egyptian city like includes like like crowdedness to a certain extent but 
Alexandria is like next to the sea and the people are very nice like they have like fish in 
Alexandria is like very very delicious like I am not able to tell you like you have to visit 
Alexandria and try* in some of the luxury restaurants that like are there and like- 
 
This test taker’s description of Alexandria includes the following elements: 1) his 
opinion on the beauty of the city, 2) an implicit comparison between Alexandria and 
Cairo, 3) Alexandria’s crowdedness, 4) geographic location, 5) a famous food from the 
city, and 6) an urging to the examiner to visit the city and taste this food. This content is 
more informative than the content produced in descriptions produced at other rating 
levels. His vocabulary differs from that found in other samples as he calls Cairo the 
capital and mentions “congestion,” “luxury,” and “the majority of people.” 
The second of the two Superior level descriptions was produced after the first 5 
minutes of the test: 
 
ﺔﯾﻳرﺭﺪﻨﻜﺳﻻاﺍ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻦﻋ ﻲﻨﯿﻴﺛﺪﺣ  
 
ﺔﻠﯿﻴﻤﺟ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺔﯾﻳرﺭﺪﻨﻜﺳاﺍ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ّﯿﻴﻐﺻ نﻥﺎﻜﻣ ﻲﻓ سﺱﺎﻨﻟاﺍ ﻦﻣ ﺮﯿﻴﺜﻜﻟاﺍ كﻙﺎﻨﻫ ةﺓﺮﯿﻴﺒﻛ ﺮﯿﻴﺜﻛ نﻥﺎﻜﺴﻟاﺍ ﺔﻓﺎﺜﻛ ﻦﻜﻟوﻭ ﺮ
 ﻰﻠﻋ ﻊﻘﺗ ﺔﯾﻳرﺭﺪﻨﻜﺳﻻاﺍ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ=) ﻞﻫﺎﺳﻞﺣﺎﺳ( ﻂﺳﻮﺘﻤﻟاﺍ ﺾﯿﻴﺑﻷاﺍ ﺮﺤﺒﻟاﺍ وﻭﻮﺟ كﻙﺎﻨﻫ ﺎﻤﺋاﺍدﺩ ﻚﻟﺬﻟ  لﻝﺪﻌﺘﻣ
إﺇ ﺎﺑوﻭرﺭوﻭأﺃ ﻲﻓ ﺔﻓﺎﻘﺜﻟاﺍ ﻪﺒﺸﺗ ﺔﻓﺎﻘﺛ كﻙﺎﻨﻫوﻭﻟاﺍ ﻞﺒَﻗ ﻦﻣ تﺕاﺍرﺭﺎﻤﻌﺘﺳﻻاﺍ ﻦﻣ ﺮﯿﻴﺛﺄﺘﻟاﺍ كﻙﺎﻨﻫ ﺎﻣ ﺪﺣ ﻰﻟﯿﻴﻦﯿﻴﯿﻴﺑوﻭرﺭﻮ  =)
(ﻦﯿﻴﯿﻴﺑوﻭرﺭوﻭﻷاﺍ  ﺎﻀﯾﻳأﺃوﻭ ذﺫﻮﻔﻨﻟاﺍ اﺍﺬﻬﺑ تﺕﺮﺛﺄﺗ ﺪﯿﻴﻟﺎﻘﺘﻟاﺍوﻭ تﺕﻻﻮﻛﺄﻤﻟاﺍوﻭ تﺕاﺍرﺭﺎﻤﻌﻟاﺍ ﻚﻟﺬﻟوﻭ سﺱﺎﻨﻟاﺍ ﺔﯾﻳرﺭﺪﻨﻜﺳﻻاﺍ ﻲﻓ
 ﺖﻠﻗ ﺎﻤﻛ ﺮﯿﻴﺛﺄﺗ ﺐﺒﺴﺑ ﺎﻀﯾﻳأﺃ ﺔﯿﻴﺴﻧﺮﻔﻟاﺍ ﺔﻐﻠﻟاﺍ نﻥﻮﻤﻠﻜﺘﯾﻳ ﻢﻬﻨﻣ ﺮﯿﻴﺜﻜﻟاﺍ ﺎﻀﯾﻳأﺃوﻭ ﺔﯾﻳﺮﺼﻤﻟاﺍ ﺔﺠﻬﻠﻟاﺍ نﻥﻮﻤﻠﻜﺘﯾﻳ
 اﺍذﺫﺎﻣوﻭ رﺭﺎﻤﻌﺘﺳﻻاﺍﺎﻀﯾﻳأﺃ  
 
؟ﺮﺼﻤﻟ ﺔﺒﺴﻨﻟﺎﺑ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻤﻟاﺍ هﻩﺬﻫ ﺔﯿﻴﻤﻫأﺃ ﻲﻫ ﺎﻣوﻭ 
 
ﻮﺠﻟاﺍ ّنﻥﻷ ﻒﯿﻴﺼﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ ﺔﯾﻳرﺭﺪﻨﻜﺳﻻاﺍ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻰﻟإﺇ نﻥﻮﺠﯾﻳ ﻦﯿﻴﯾﻳﺮﺼﻤﻟاﺍ ﻦﻣ ﺮﯿﻴﺜﻜﻟاﺍ ّنﻥﻷ ﺔﺣﺎﯿﻴﺴﻠﻟ ﺔﻤﻬﻣ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻤﻟاﺍ 
ﺔﻟﺪﺘﻌﻣ ﺖﻠﻗ ﺎﻤﻛ كﻙﺎﻨﻫ ﻵاﺍ ﻦﻣ ﺮﯿﻴﺜﻜﻟاﺍ كﻙﺎﻨﻫ ﺎﻀﯾﻳأﺃوﻭﺔﯿﻴﻧﺎﻧﻮﯿﻴﻟاﺍ رﺭﻮﺼﻌﻟاﺍ ﻦﻣ رﺭﺎﺛ  ﺎﻀﯾﻳأﺃوﻭ ﻲﻧﺎﻧﻮﯿﻴﻟاﺍ ﺐﻌﺸﻟاﺍ ﻦﻣ
ﺔﻓﺎﺿﻹﺎﺑوﻭ ﻲﻧﺎﻣوﻭﺮﻟاﺍ ﺐﻌﺸﻟاﺍ ﻦﻣ  ﻦﻣ ﺮﯿﻴﺜﻜﻟاﺍ كﻙﺎﻨﻫ ﺮﺤﺒﻟاﺍ ﻰﻠﻋ ةﺓرﺭﺎﺠﺘﻠﻟ ﺔﻤﻬﻣ ﺔﯾﻳرﺭﺪﻨﻜﺳﻻاﺍ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻚﻟذﺫ ﻰﻟإﺇ
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ﺐﻛاﺍﺮﻤﻟاﺍ ﻣ كﻙﺎﻨﻫوﻭﯿﻴﻤﻟاﺍوﻭ ﺔﯾﻳرﺭﺪﻨﻜﺳﻻاﺍ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﻲﻓ ءﺎﻨﯿﻴوﻭ سﺱﺎﻨﻟاﺍ ﻦﯿﻴﺑ ﻞﺻاﺍﻮﺘﻠﻟوﻭ دﺩﺎﺼﺘﻗﻼﻟ اﺍﺪﺟ ﻢﻬﻣ ءﺎﻨﻟ ةﺓﺪﻌ
ىﻯﺮﺧأﺃ بﺏﺎﺒﺳأﺃ  
 
Talk to me about the city of Alexandria 
The city of Alexandria like is beautiful but the crowdedness is a lot- is high there 
are a lot of people in a small place the city of Alexandria rests on the coast of the 
Mediterranean Sea and so there is always adjustable* weather and there is a culture that 
resembles the culture in Europe to a certain extent there is an influence from the 
colonizations before the Europeans and therefore the buildings and foods and the 
traditions were affected by this influence and also the people in Alexandria speak 
Egyptian dialect and also a lot of them speak French also because of the effect as I said 
of colonization and what else? 
What is the importance of this city to Egypt? 
The city is important in terms of tourism because many Egyptians come to the city 
of Alexandria in the summer because the weather there is as I said temperate and also 
there are a lot of ruins from the Greek ages from the Greek people and also from the 
Roman people and in addition to that the city of Alexandria is important to trade on the 
sea there are a lot of boats and there is a port in in the city of Alexandria and the port is 
very important to the economy and to the connection between people and for several 
other reasons 
 
This entire exchange took approximately two minutes to complete. The test 
taker’s description briefly includes: 1) the beauty and crowdedness of this city, 2) its 
geographic location, 3) its temperate weather, 4) the culture, 5) the ruins and their 
relationship to the history of the city, 6) the architecture, foods, and traditions affected by 
this history, and 7) the languages of the city’s inhabitants. When the test taker asks what 
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else she can say, the examiner adds a related question about the importance of this city to 
Egypt. The test taker then states that: 1) the city is important to tourism because a lot of 
Egyptians go there in the summer, 2) there are a lot of ruins from the Greek and Roman 
periods, 3) it is important to sea trade, and 4) its port is important to the economy. Her 
description is also marked by her use of vocabulary and phrases that were not produced 
in other descriptions like “influence,” “it rests on the coast of the Mediterranean,” and 
“port.” There is a minor error when the test taker mispronounces “temperate” by 
switching the consonants the first time and produces a word similar to “adjustable” rather 
than the one she intended. However, her second utterance of the word is correct, although 
it was pronounced as if there was incorrect gender agreement applied to it. 
In summary, I found that Advanced-level speakers were able to produce 
descriptions that began to differentiate between cities, although often in a very limited 
manner. They were also able to include less personal perspective on the cities they 
discussed and instead include more information about the cities in question. In contrast, 
the Intermediate speakers were not always able to respond to the request for description 
in an intelligible manner. Those Intermediate speakers who did were more likely to focus 
on basic information about the city like whether it was big or small, whether it was 
crowded or not, and what the buildings and streets looked like. Their attempts typically 
did not produce language that could serve to distinguish one city from another, other than 
by general categories like size. The Superior test takers included the same information as 
the Advanced and Intermediate level speakers, but they were also able to add information 
about geography or history, both of which served to distinguish the city they were 
describing from other cities of similar size. 
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Narration 
 
In the following section, I present the results of my analysis of the narration sub-
samples, presenting a selection of the samples and beginning with the Advanced rating 
levels. I judged the quality of these responses by considering which speech samples could 
be categorized as narration according to Labov’s definition. My broad finding from this 
analysis is that Advanced-level speakers produced narration according to Labov’s 
definition but that lexical gaps often obscured important content in these narrations or 
noticeably delayed the narration. In addition, Advanced speakers often needed prompting 
or support from examiners in order to bring their narration to a recognizable close. In 
contrast, the Intermediate-level speakers were often able to produce only what Labov 
refers to as minimal narration, i.e. one temporally related juncture, and sometimes failed 
to include “reportable” events in their responses or even minimal narration. Finally, the 
two Superior rating level speakers used more varied vocabulary to meet Labov’s 
narration conditions. This and other differences will be discussed in more detail below. 
In the following section, I will focus on the Advanced level samples I found to be 
the strongest performances from Advanced rating level test takers. I then focus on the 
contrast between the Advanced and other rating level samples in order to examine in 
more detail the ways these groups differed in the quality of their narration. All 
transcriptions included in the section begin with the examiner’s first request on the 
subject (which may or may not include a request for narration initially) to the test taker’s 
final utterance on the same subject. Examiner contributions are underlined to differentiate 
them from test taker production and an English translation of the Arabic transcript is 
included for each sub-sample. 
 001 
 saw ohw rekat tset a morf 2E yb deticile saw elpmas-bus level-tsehgih ehT
 otni setunim 31 yletamixorppa morf si gniwollof ehT .hgiH-decnavdA detar yltneuqesbus
 sksiretsa ,sdrow elbigilletninu gnitacidni skram noitseuq sedulcni tpircsnart ehT .tset eht
 ot secaps denilrednu dna ,draeh erew yeht sa yltcaxe debircsnart sdrow gnitacidni
 :stpircsnart eht morf detcader erew taht seman ecalp ro lanosrep tneserper
 
 
 ﻃﯿﻴﺐ ﺣﺪﺛﻨﻲ ﻋﻦ ﻗﺼﺔ ﺣﺪﺛﺖ ﻣﻌﻚ وﻭأﺃﻧﺖ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻘﺎﻫﺮةﺓ اﺍهﻩ هﻩ ﻃﺮﻓﺔ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﺗﺘﺬﻛﺮﻫﺎ دﺩاﺍﺋﻤًﺎ
 
  ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ؟ ﺣﻘﯿﻴﻘﯿﻴﺔ ﻗﺼﺔ
 
  ﻧﻌﻢ ﻟﻮ ﻛﺎنﻥ ﻋﻨﺪكﻙ ﻗﺼﺔ ﺗﺤﺪﺛﻨﻲ إﺇﯾﻳﺎﻫﺎ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ
  
 
 إﺇﻟﻰ ﻣﻊ ﺑﺒﻌﺾ أﺃﺻﺪﻗﺎﺋﻲ  –اﺍﻷﯾﻳﺎمﻡ رﺭﺣﺖ ﻣﻊ أﺃﺻﺪﻗﺎء  ﻣﻦ ﯾﻳﻮمﻡ  ﺔﻓﻈﯿﻴﻌ اﺍﷲوﻭ -- اﺍﷲ وﻭ ﻗﺼﺔ أﺃﺣﻜﯿﻴﻠﻚ أﺃﻧﺎ ﻧﻌﻢ
 وﻭﻛﺎنﻥ ﻧﺸﺮبﺏ ﻓﻜﻨﺎ اﺍﻟﺠﻤﯿﻴﻞ ﺑﺎﻟﺠﻮ ﺴﺘﻤﺘﻊﻧوﻭ  وﻭﻧﺘﻜﻠﻢ ﺑﻌﺾ ﻣﻊ ﻧﺸﺮبﺏ ﻋﺸﺎنﻥ اﺍﻟﺴﻄﺢ إﺇﻟﻰ  وﻭذﺫﻫﺒﻨﺎ ﻓﻨﺪقﻕ 
 اﺍﻟﺒﺪاﺍﯾﻳﺔ ﻓﻲ  ذﺫﻫﺒﺖ  ﻓﺄﻧﺎ ﻣﻌﻬﺎ أﺃﺗﻜﻠﻢ ﺑﺄنﻥ إﺇﻧﻪ اﺍﻗﺘﻌﻨﻮﻧﻲ  أﺃﺻﺤﺎﺑﻲ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﻻ ﻗﺮرﺭتﺕ ﻓﺄﻧﺎ ﺟﺪًاﺍ ﺟﻤﯿﻴﻠﺔ ﺑﻨﺖ ﻓﯿﻴﻪ
 ﺗﻠﯿﻴﻔﻮنﻥ رﺭﻗﻤﻬﺎ اﺍﻋﻄﯿﻴﺘﻨﻲ وﻭﻫﻲ ﻣﻌﻬﺎ وﻭﺗﻜﻠﻤﺖ ذﺫﻫﺒﺖ ﺑﻌﺪﯾﻳﻦ وﻭﻟﻜﻦ ﻣﻌﻬﺎ وﻭأﺃﺗﻜﻠﻢ أﺃذﺫﻫﺐ أﺃنﻥ أﺃرﺭﯾﻳﺪ ﻛﻨﺖ أﺃﻧﺎ ﻻ
 ﻧﻠﺘﻘﻲ أﺃنﻥ ﻗﺮرﺭﻧﺎ اﺍﻟﺘﺎﻟﻲ اﺍﻟﯿﻴﻮمﻡ ذﺫﻟﻚ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺷﻮيﻱ ﺑﺘﻠﯿﻴﻔﻮنﻥ ﻧﺘﻜﻠﻢ وﻭﻛﻨﺎ ﺣﺖرﺭّوﻭ أﺃﻧﺎ اﺍﻟﺒﯿﻴﺖ إﺇﻟﻰ ذﺫﻫﺒﺖأﺃﻧﺎ  ذﺫﻟﻚ وﻭﺑﻌﺪ
 ﻗﻠﻘﺎنﻥ ﻛﻨﺖ أﺃﻧﺎ أﺃﻧﺎمﻡ ﻋﺎرﺭفﻑ ﻣﺶ أﺃﻧﺎ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ أﺃﻧﺎمﻡ ﻣﻤﻜﻦ ﻣﺎﻛﻨﺘﺶ اﺍﻟﻠﯿﻴﻞ ﻓﻲ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﺣﺴﯿﻴﺖ أﺃﻧﺎ ﻓﺒﺲ ﺑﻌﺾ ﻣﻊ
 إﺇﻟﻰ ذﺫﻫﺒﺖ أﺃﻧﺎ اﺍﻟﺘﺎﻟﻲ ﻓﺎﻟﯿﻴﻮمﻡ ﻛﯿﻴﻒ؟ ﻓﻬﻤﺖ دﺩاﺍ اﺍﻟﻤﻮﺿﻮعﻉ ﻓﻲ ﻏﺮﯾﻳﺒﺔ ﺣﺎﺟﺔ ﻓﯿﻴﻪ أﺃﻧﻪ ﺣﺴﯿﻴﺖ أﺃﻧﺎﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ  ﻛﺘﯿﻴﺮ
 ﻣﺶ ﻏﺮﯾﻳﺒﺔ ﺣﺎﺟﺔ ﻓﯿﻴﻪ ﻛﺎنﻥ أﺃﻧﻪ ﺣﺴﯿﻴﺖ وﻭأﺃﻧﺎ ﺷﯿﻴﺸﺔ ﻧﺸﺮبﺏ ﻧﺘﻜﻠﻢ وﻭﻛﻨﺎ ﺑﻌﺾ ﻣﻊ ﻗﻬﻮةﺓ وﻭﺷﺮﺑﻨﺎ اﺍﻟﻘﻬﻮةﺓ
ﺣﺎﺟﺔ ﻏﺮﯾﻳﺒﺔ ﻓﺒﻌﺪ ذﺫﻟﻚ  ﻓﻲ ﻛﺎنﻥ أﺃﻧﻪ ﺣﺴﯿﻴﺖ ﺑﺲ ﺣﺴﯿﻴﺖ أﺃﻧﺎ اﺍﻟﻠﻲ اﺍﻟﺸﻌﻮرﺭﻫﺬاﺍ  ﻫﺬهﻩ ﺷﻮ ﻟﻚ أﺃﺷﺮحﺡ أﺃﻧﺎ ﻣﻤﻜﻦ
ﻗﺎﻟﺖ ﻟﻲ ________ ﻟﯿﻴﺶ ﻟﻤﺎذﺫاﺍ ﻻ ﻧﻘﻮمﻡ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺸﻲ ﻓﻤﺸﯿﻴﻨﺎ ﻣﻊ ﺑﻌﺾ ﻓﻲ ﻣﻨﻄﻘﺔ ﺣﻠﻮةﺓ اﺍﺳﻤﻬﺎ _______ 
ﺑﺎﻻﺗﺠﺎهﻩ اﺍﻟﻌﻜﺴﻲ ﻓﻬﻮ ﺷﺎﻓﻨﻲ وﻭ؟؟؟ وﻭﻫﻮ ﻗﺎلﻝ ﻟﻲ ﻣﻌﺎكﻙ ﺷﻮ اﺍﻻﺳﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻔﺼﺤﻰ  *وﻭﻛﺎنﻥ ﻓﯿﻴﻪ رﺭاﺍﺟﻞ ﺗﻤﺸﻲ
 وﻭﻻﻋﺔ؟ ﺗﻌﺮفﻑ وﻭﻻﻋﺔ ﺻﺢ؟ 
 
 ﻧﻌﻢ ﻧﻌﻢ ﻧﻌﻢ ﻧﻌﻢ
 
وﻭﻻﻋﺔ ﻣﺶ ﻋﺎرﺭفﻑ ﺑﺎﻟﻔﺼﺤﻰ ﻓﻬﻮ ﺳﺄﻟﻨﻲ ﻣﻌﺎكﻙ وﻭﻻﻋﺔ؟ ﻓﻘﻠﺖ ﻟﻪ ﻧﻌﻢ ﻋﻨﺪيﻱ  وﻭﻻﻋﺔ وﻭﺑﻌﺪ ذﺫﻟﻚ أﺃﻧﺎ 
ُﺖ وﻭﻓﻌًﻼ ﻫﻮ ﻛﺎنﻥ َﻲ ﻓﻬﻤﺖ ﻛﯿﻴﻒ؟ وﻭأﺃﻧﺎ ﻻﺣﻈﺋﺑﺎﻟﻤﺸﻲ وﻭأﺃﻧﺎ ﺣﺴﯿﻴﺖ أﺃﻧﻪ ﻛﺎنﻥ ﻓﯿﻴﻪ وﻭاﺍﺣﺪ وﻭرﺭاﺍ اﺍﺳﺘﻤّﺮرﺭتﺕ
َﻲ ﻓﺄﻧﺎ ﻛﻨﺖ اﺍﺳﺘﻤﺮرﺭتﺕ ﺑﺎﻟﻤﺸﻲ وﻭﺗﺎﻧﻲ ﻣّﺮةﺓ ﻻﺣﻈﺖ وﻭرﺭاﺍَيﻱ وﻭﻫﻮ ﻣﻮﺟﻮدﺩ ﻓﺎﻟﺒﻨﺖ ﺋوﻭرﺭاﺍﻧﻲ ﻫﻮ ﻛﺎنﻥ وﻭرﺭاﺍ
اﺍﻟﻠﻲ ﻛﺎﻧﺖ ﺗﻤﺸﻲ ﻣﻌﺎيﻱ ﺳﺄﻟﺘﻨﻲ ______ ﻟﻤﺎذﺫاﺍ أﺃﻧﺖ ﻗﻠﻘﺎنﻥ؟ ﻟﻤﺎذﺫاﺍ أﺃﻧﺖ ﺗﻠﺤﻆ اﺍﻟﻮرﺭاﺍء؟ ﻓﺄﻧﺎ ﻗﻠﺖ ﻟﻬﺎ أﺃﻧﺎ 
ﻤﺸﻲ ﻣﻊ ﺑﻌﺾ ﺣﺎﺳﺲ إﺇﻧﻪ ﻫﻮ اﺍﻟﺮﺟﻞ دﺩاﺍ ﻫﻮ ﻋﺎﯾﻳﺰ ﺣﺎﺟﺔ ﻓﻬﻲ ﻗﺎﻟﺖ ﻟﻲ ﻻ ____  ﺑﺲ اﺍﻣﺸﻲ ﻧ
 101 
 ﻲﻫ ﻪﻧأﺃ ﺖﯿﻴﺴﺣ ﺎﻧأﺃ ﻲﻫوﻭ ﺔﻔﻠﺘﺨﻣ ﺔﺟﺎﺣ ﺰﯾﻳﺎﻋ نﻥﺎﻛ اﺍدﺩ ﻞﺟﺮﻟاﺍ نﻥأﺃ ﺖﯿﻴﺴﺣ ﺎﻧﺄﻓ عﻉﻮﺿﻮﻤﻟاﺍ ﻲﺴﻧاﺍ صﺹﻼﺧوﻭ
اﺍرﺭوﻭ ﺪﺣاﺍوﻭ ﻪﯿﻴﻓ نﻥﺎﻛ ﻪﻧأﺃ ﻲﻟﺎﺑ تﺕﺪﺧأﺃ ﺎﻧأﺃ ﻪﻧأﺃ ﺎﻬﻟ ﺖﻠﻗ ﺎﻧأﺃوﻭ تﺕﺮﯿﻴﻐﺗاﺍﺋ ﺾﻌﺑ ﻊﻣ ﺐﻫﺬﻧ ﻻ اﺍذﺫﺎﻤﻟ ﺎﻬﻟ ﺖﻠﻗ ﺎﻧﺄﻓ َﻲ
ﻮﻫ قﻕاﺍﻮﺴﻟاﺍ ﻲﺴﻛﺎﺘﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ ﺎﻨﻛ ﺎﻤﻟوﻭ ﺎﻫﺎﻌﻣ ﻲﺴﻛﺎﺗ ﺖﺒﻛﺮﻓ ﻲﻧﺎﺗ نﻥﺎﻜﻣ ﻲﻓ ﻰﺸﻌﺘﻧوﻭ  ﻪﯿﻴﻓ ﻞﺟاﺍرﺭ ﺎﯾﻳ يﻱزﺯ ﻲﻨﻓﺎﺷ
 ﻞﯿﻴﺑﻮﻤﻟاﺍ تﺕﺬﺧاﺍ ﻲﻫوﻭ اﺍدﺩ مﻡﻼﻜﻟاﺍ ﺖﻔﺷ ﺎﻤﻠﻓ نﻥﺎﻣزﺯ ﻦﻣ قﻕاﺍﻮﺳ ﻮﻫ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻤﻟاﺍ فﻑرﺭﺎﻋ ﻮﻫوﻭ ﺔﺒﯾﻳﺮﻏ ﺔﺟﺎﺣ
 ﻲﻘﺘﻠﻧ ﺎﻨﯿﻴﻠﺧ ﻪﻟ ﺖﻠﻗوﻭ ﻲﺒﺣﺎﺻ ﺖﻤﻠﻛ ﺎﻧﺄﻓ ؟ﻒﯿﻴﻛ ﺖﻤﻬﻓ ﺞﺴﻤﺗ ﻲﻫ ﻦَﻣ فﻑرﺭﺎﻋ ﺶﻣ ﺎﻧأﺃ ﺪﺣ ﺞﺴﻤﺗ ﺖﻧﺎﻛوﻭ
ﻧأﺃ ﺔﺒﯾﻳﺮﻏ ﺔﺟﺎﺣ ﻪﯿﻴﻓ نﻥﺎﺸﻋ ﻪﻌﻣ (ىﻯﺮﺧأﺃ ﺔﻐﻟ) ﻢﻠﻜﺗﺄﺑ ﺎﻧأﺃوﻭ ﺎﻧأﺃ نﻥﺎﺸﻋ ﺾﻌﺑ ﻊﻣ ﺖﻈﺣﻻوﻭ ﺖﻨﺑ ﻊﻣ ﻲﺸﻣﺎﺑ ﺎ
 ﺎﻤﻠﻓ (ﺔﯿﻴﻧﺎﺛ) ﺔﻘﻄﻨﻣ ﻲﻓ ﻲﻘﺘﻠﻧ ﺎﻨﯿﻴﻠﺧ ﺔﻠﻜﺸﻣ ﺶﯿﻴﻓﺎﻣ ﻲﻛوﻭأﺃ ﻲﺷﺎﻣ ﻲﻟ لﻝﺎﻗ ﻮﻬﻓ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺐﯾﻳﺮﻏ مﻡﻼﻛ ﻪﯿﻴﻓ ﻪﻧأﺃ
 ﺎﻬﻟ ﺖﻠﻘﻓ ﺖﯿﻴﻟﻮﺘﻟاﺍ حﺡوﻭرﺭاﺍ ةﺓﺰﯾﻳﺎﻋ ﺎﻧأﺃ ﺖﻟﺎﻗ ﻲﻫوﻭ (ﻢﻌﻄﻣ) ـﻟ ﺎﻨﺣرﺭوﻭ ﻲﻘﯾﻳﺪﺻ ﺖﻔﺷ ﺎﻧأﺃ (ﺔﻘﻄﻨﻤﻟاﺍ) ﻰﻟإﺇ ﺎﻨﻠﺻوﻭ
ﻞﻀﻔﺗاﺍ* ﺎﻧأﺃ ﺖﯿﻴﻟﻮﺘﻟاﺍ ﺖﻠﺧدﺩ ﻲﻫ ﺎﻣ لﻝوﻭأﺃ ﺔﻠﻜﺸﻣ ﺶﯿﻴﻓﺎﻣ ﻲﻠّﻀﻔﺗاﺍ !ﺎﻨﯾﻳﺮﺟ ﻲﺒﺣﺎﺻوﻭ  
 
Well, tell me a story that happened while you were in Cairo uh, an interesting one 
that you’ll remember always 
A true story you mean? 
Yes, if you have a story, tell me what happened to you 
Yes, I’ll tell you a story that’s you know really crazy, one day I went- I went with 
some of my friends to a hotel and we went to the roof so we could drink together and talk 
and enjoy the beautiful weather so we were drinking and there was a very beautiful girl 
there so I decided no like my friends convinced* me that to talk to her so I went and in 
the beginning I didn’t want to go and talk to her but after that I went and talked to her 
and she gave me her phone number and after that I went home I returned home and we 
were talking on the phone a little after that next day after that next day we decided to 
meet together so- but I felt at night I couldn’t- it wasn’t possible to sleep you know, I 
couldn’t sleep, I felt very worried and I felt that there was something weird about this 
situation, you know what I mean? So the next day I went to the coffee shop and we drank 
coffee together and we talked and smoked shisha and I felt that there was something 
weird I can’t explain to you what these feelings were that I felt but ah I felt that there was 
something weird so after that she said to me _____________ why don’t we go for a 
walk? So we walked together in a nice area called _____________ and there was a man 
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walking* in the opposite direction so he saw me and said to me “Do you have” ah what 
is the name of it in formal Arabic? Lighter? You know lighter, right? 
Yes, yes, yes, yes 
Lighter- I don’t know what it is in formal Arabic he said to me: “You got a 
lighter?” and I said to him yes I have a lighter, after that I continued to walk and I felt 
that there was someone behind me you know what I mean? So I felt that there really was 
someone behind me and I was walking and again I ??? behind me and he was there so 
the girl who was walking with me asked me why are you worried? Why are you ??? 
behind? So I said to her I feel that that man he wants something so she said to me no 
_________ just walk! We’re walking together and that’s it, forget about it! So I feel like 
this man he wants something different and she I felt that she is changed so I told her it 
has caught my attention/ is bothering me that there was someone behind me so I said to 
her why don’t we go together and eat dinner somewhere else? So I took a taxi with her 
and when we were in a taxi the driver* he watched at me like, “hey man, there’s 
something weird here” and he knows the city and he has been a taxi driver for a long 
time so I saw this talking* and she had taken her cell phone and was messaging someone 
I don’t know who she was messaging you know what I mean? So I talked to my friend, 
“Let’s meet together because-” and I’m talking in [another language] with him “because 
there’s something weird, I’m walking with the girl and I notice there is some weird talk*” 
so he said to me okay he said to me no problem, let’s meet in an area called 
___________ so when we arrived at _____________ I saw my friend and we went to [a 
restaurant] and she said I want to go to the bathroom okay, go ahead*- go ahead no 
problem, as soon as she entered the bathroom, my friend and I ran and left that place  
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This test taker’s production lasted approximately four minutes with little input or 
interruption from the examiner. This Advanced-High test taker satisfies Labov’s 
narration requirements by providing an orientation (we were drinking … there was a 
pretty girl), a complicating action (I felt there was something weird), and a resolution (we 
ran and left that place). He accomplishes this with no prompting or assistance from the 
examiner, a fact that also distinguishes his performance from test takers at lower levels. 
Although the production is mostly clear, there are parts of this test taker’s speech 
that are either obscured by mispronunciation or grammatically inconsistent with what he 
appears to be communicating (for example, when it sounds as if he is using the wrong 
conjugation for “the man is walking”). In addition, there is a lot of repetition in this 
narration. The speaker may be using some of it to build suspense or add emphasis or 
possibly to include the listener in his story; however, some of the repetition appears 
unnecessary, as the point has already been clearly made to the listener (in particular the 
repetition of “a strange thing”).  
 
Advanced-Mid Narrations 
From this narration at the Advanced-High level, I will now move to the sub-
samples elicited at the Advanced-Mid level. In what follows, I will discuss three of the 
strongest examples from this sub-level. 
The one of the most detailed examples of narration was elicited by E2 and 
occurred after approximately 18 minutes. Prior to this exchange, the test taker and 
examiner had been discussing the political unrest in Syria and the test taker is referring to 
this when she mentions “problems.” 
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 ﻃﯿﻴﺐ وﻭأﺃﻧﺖ ﻓﻲ دﺩﻣﺸﻖ أﺃوﻭ وﻭاﺍﻧﺖ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻷرﺭدﺩنﻥ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﺣﺪﺛﯿﻴﻨﻲ ﻋﻦ أﺃﻏﺮبﺏ ﻗﺼﺔ ﺣﺪﺛﺖ ﻣﻌﻚ
 
ﺳﺘﺄﺟﺮتﺕ ﺳﯿﻴﺎرﺭةﺓ ﻓﻲ ﺑﺴﻮرﺭﯾﻳﺎ وﻭاﺍﺮ ﻓﻲ ذﺫﻟﻚ اﺍﻟﺴﺆاﺍلﻝ أﺃﺧﺬتﺕ رﺭﺣﻠﺔ ﺣﻮلﻝ ﺳﻮرﺭﯾﻳﺎ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻛﻨﺖ ﺳﺎﻛﻨﺔ أﺃﻓﻜﻻزﺯمﻡ 
ﺳﯿﻴﺎرﺭةﺓ ﺣﻮلﻝ ﺳﻮرﺭﯾﻳﺎ ﻓﻲ ﺷﻬﺮ آﺁذﺫاﺍرﺭ آﺁذﺫاﺍرﺭ ﻓﻲ ﺑﺪاﺍﯾﻳﺔ اﺍﻟﻤﺸﺎﻛﻞ وﻭﻓﻲ ذﺫﻟﻚ اﺍﻟﻮﻗﺖ اﺍﻟﻤﺸﺎﻛﻞ  *ﺪتﺕدﺩﻣﺸﻖ وﻭﻗ
ﺑﺪأﺃتﺕ ﻓﻲ دﺩرﺭﻋﺎ وﻭﻟﻜﻨﻨﻲ ﻧﻮﯾﻳﺖ أﺃنﻥ أﺃنﻥ آﺁﺧﺬ ﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻟﺮﺣﻠﺔ ﻓﺬﻫﺒﺖ وﻭﻛﺎنﻥ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ ﻣﺸﺎﻛﻞ ﻣﻊ ﻟﻮاﺍء اﺍﻷﻣﻦ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻲ 
ﻟﻤﺎ ﻛﻨﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ ﺻﻐﯿﻴﺮةﺓ ﻓﻲ  ﻋﺪةﺓ ﻣﺪنﻥ ﻓﻲ ﺳﻮرﺭﯾﻳﺎ ﻷﻧﻨﻲ ﻛﻨﺖ أﺃﺟﻨﺒﯿﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺳﻮرﺭﯾﻳﺎ ﻓﻲ وﻭﻗﺖ ﺧﺎصﺹ وﻭﻣﺜًﻼ
أﺃﻧﺎ * ﺟﺒﺎلﻝ ﺳﻮرﺭﯾﻳﺎ ﻛﺎنﻥ ﻛﻨﺖ ﻣﺎﺷﯿﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺸﺎرﺭعﻉ وﻭﻛﺎنﻥ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ رﺭﺟﻞ ﯾﻳﺘﻜﻠﻢ ﻣﻌﻲ ﻋﻦ أﺃوﻭ ﯾﻳﺴﺄﻟﻨﻲ ﻋﻦ ﻣﺎ
وﻭﺿﺮﺑﻮاﺍ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺳﯿﻴﺎرﺭﺗﻲ * ذﺫﻟﻚ اﺍﻟﻨﺎسﺱ ﻣﻦ اﺍﻟﺸﺎرﺭعﻉ ُﯾﻳﻠﻄِﻘﻨﻲ َﺪﯿﻴُﺑَﻌﻤﻨﻲ ﺑﺠﺴﻮﺳﺔ وﻭﻛﻨﺖ ﺧﺎﯾﻳﻔﺔ ﺟﺪًاﺍ وﻭوﻭاﺍﺗﻬ
  ﺧﺎرﺭجﺝ اﺍﻟﻤﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ( ﻻﺣﻘﻮﻧﻲ=) *وﻭﻟﺤﻘﻮﻧﻲ
 
  ﻫﺮﺑِﺖ؟ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﻮﻗﻒ ﻫﺬاﺍ ﻣﻦ ﺧﻠﺼِﺖ ﻛﯿﻴﻒ أﺃذﺫًاﺍ
 
  ﷲ اﺍﻟﺤﻤﺪ ﻫﺮﺑﺖ ﻧﻌﻢ
 
 اﺍﻟﺤﻤﺪ ﷲ أﺃذﺫًاﺍ ﻛﺎﻧﺖ ﻏﺮﯾﻳﺒﺔ وﻭﺧﻄﯿﻴﺮةﺓ 
 
  ﻧﻌﻢ ﺧﻄﯿﻴﺮةﺓوﻭ
 
 ﻣﺎذﺫاﺍ ﺗﻘﻮلﻝ ﻟﻚ ﻋﻦ اﺍﻟﻌﻘﻠﯿﻴﺔ اﺍﻟﺴﻮرﺭﯾﻳﺔ؟
 
   ﯾﻳﺨّﻮﻓﻬﻦ ﻏﺮﯾﻳﺐ ﺷﻲء أﺃيﻱ ﻣﻦ اﺍﻟﻤﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ ﻣﻦ اﺍﻟﺨﺎرﺭجﺝ ﻣﻦ ﺧﺎﯾﻳﻔﯿﻴﻦ اﺍﻧﻬﻢ
 
 
 em llet ,wonk uoy ,nadroJ ni erew uoy elihw ro sucsamaD ni erew uoy elihw ,oS
 .uoy ot deneppah taht yrots tsegnarts eht
 I airyS ni gnivil saw I nehw airyS dnuora pirt a koot I noitseuq taht tuoba kniht ot evah I
 hcraM hcraM fo htnom eht rof airyS dnuora rac a evord I dna sucsamaD ni rac a detner
 I tub aaraD ni detrats smelborp eht emit taht ta dna smelborp eht fo gninnigeb eht ni
 fo sdaeh yratilim htiw smelborp erew ereht dna tnew I os pirt siht ekat ot ot detnaw
 dna emit laiceps a ni airyS ni rengierof a saw I esuaceb airyS ni seitic suoirav ni ytiruces
 ni gniklaw saw I -saw ti airyS fo sniatnuom eht ni nwot llams a ni saw I nehw elpmaxe rof
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the street and there was a man talking to me about- or he’s asking me about what* I am 
and he accused me of spying being a spy and I was very scared and after* after* 
[remoteness?] that* people from the street gathered* and hit my car and followed me 
outside the city 
Then how did you get out of this situation, did you flee? 
Yes, I fled, thank God 
Thank God, then it was strange and dangerous 
and dangerous yes 
What does it tell you about the Syrian mentality? 
That they’re afraid of the outside, of the future, of anything strange that scares them 
 
This exchange lasts approximately four minutes, as the test taker is an extremely 
careful speaker whose delivery is somewhat slower than other test takers in this data set. 
However, her production here is one of the most detailed found at the Advanced-Mid 
level and she does not evince any difficulty with words or expressions. In terms of 
content, she includes several key elements, explaining: 1) that she rented a car, 2) that she 
spent the month driving around the country, 3) that she was traveling while political 
unrest was breaking out, and 4) that she had problems getting permission to travel in 
different cities. All of this content provides a rich orientation to the complicating event 
that she relates. After presumably securing permission to travel in these areas, she says 
that she ran into a man who accused her of being a spy, and that some people gathered 
and banged on her car. At this point, the examiner prompts her to add a resolution to the 
story and she reports that she fled, using the same word the examiner used in his 
question. He also prompts her for an evaluation, stating that the story was not only weird, 
but also dangerous, an evaluation with which she agrees. Lastly, he asks for a more 
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abstract evaluation of the Syrian mentality and she responds that she thought these people 
were afraid. 
This is one of the stronger examples of narration at the Advanced level because 
there are no examiner follow ups that indicate that the speech was unclear; instead the 
examiner questions are focused on expanding or assessing the events the test taker has 
narrated. However, it is noteworthy that the examiner essentially provides the coda to the 
story by suggesting that the event was not only weird, but also dangerous. Likewise, the 
examiner suggests a conclusion to the narrative and uses the word “fled” in his question. 
Supplying this conclusion certainly indicates the examiner’s interest in what the test taker 
is saying and may have served to put the test taker more at ease, which in turn could have 
produced a better speech sample overall. However, in terms of the evaluation of this sub-
sample, it is unclear as to whether or not the test taker knew and understood these words 
or simply accepted the evaluation given by the examiner in order to bring this topic to a 
close. 
 In contrast, the second narration sample represents a complete narration that is 
only very slightly obscured by lexical gaps. It was elicited by E1 and occurs 
approximately 7 minutes into the interview. The transcript is as follows: 
 
 ﻚﻟ ﺖﺛﺪﺣ ﺔﻔﯾﻳﺮﻇ وﻭأﺃ ﺔﺒﯾﻳﺮﻏ ﺔﺼﻗ ﻲﻟ ﻲﻜﺤﺗ نﻥاﺍ ﻚﻨﻜﻤﯾﻳ ﻞﻫ ﺔﻔﻠﺘﺨﻣ دﺩﻼﺑ ﻰﻟإﺇ تﺕﺮﻓﺎﺳ _______ ﺎﯾﻳ ﺖﻧأﺃ 
 ؟ﺔﻔﻠﺘﺨﻤﻟاﺍ دﺩﻼﺒﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ ةﺓﺮﯿﻴﺜﻜﻟاﺍ رﺭﺎﻔﺳﻻاﺍ هﻩﺬﻫ ﻲﻓ 
 
 ﻷاﺍ ﻰﻟإﺇ ﺖﻠﺻوﻭ ﺎﻣﺪﻨﻋ ذﺫﺎﺘﺳأﺃ ﺎﯾﻳ ﻢﻌﻧﻟوﻭُﻻ نﻥدﺩرﺭﻰ  ُﺖﻨﻜﻓ ﺔﯿﻴﻣﺎﻌﻟاﺍ ﺔﯿﻴﺑﺮﻌﻟاﺍ ﻦﻋ ءﻲﺷ يﻱأﺃ فﻑﺮﻋأﺃ ﻢﻟ ةﺓّﺮﻣ
عﻉرﺭﺎﺷ ﻲﻓ ُﺖﻨﻛ رﺭﺎﻄﻤﻟاﺍ ﻦﻣ ُﺖﺟﺮﺧوﻭ ُﺖﻠﺻوﻭ ﺎﻣﺪﻨﻋوﻭ ﻂﻘﻓ ﻰﺤﺼﻔﻟاﺍ ﺔﯿﻴﻜﯿﻴﺳﻼﻜﻟاﺍ ﺔﯿﻴﺑﺮﻌﻟاﺍ ﺔﻐﻠﻟاﺍ ُﺖﻓﺮﻋ 
آﺁ ﻰﻟإﺇوﻭ ﻲﺗﺎﻄﻨﺷ ﻞﻛ ﻊﻣ رﺭﺎﻄﻤﻟاﺍ مﻡﺎﻣأﺃ ﻦﻣ ﺪﺣاﺍوﻭ ُتﺕﺪﻫﺎﺸﻓ هﻩﺮﺧﺮﯿﻴﻓﻮﺸﻟاﺍ نﻥﻮﻘﺋﺎﺴﻟاﺍ نﻥﻮﻘﺋﺎﺴﻟاﺍ ﻲﺴﻛﺎﺘﻟاﺍ  جﺝرﺭﺎﺧ
ﻓ رﺭﺎﻄﻤﻟاﺍ ﻞﻫ ﻪﻟ ﺖﻟﺄﺳ ﻪﺘﻟﺄﺴﺗﺮﻀﺣ ﺎﯾﻳ ﻦﻜﻤﻤﻟاﺍ ﻦﻣ ﺔﻘﻄﻨﻣ ﻰﻟإﺇ ﻲﻌﻣ ﺐﻫﺬﺗ نﻥأﺃ ﻚ اﺍﺬﻫ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺎﻬﯿﻴﺒﺟ ﺎﻬﻤﺳاﺍ
ﺔﺒﯾﻳﺮﻏ مﻡﻼﻛ ﻲﺴﻛﺎﺘﻟاﺍ ﺮﯿﻴﻓﻮﺸﻟاﺍ ﻲﻧﺪﻫﺎﺷوﻭ  ﺖﻧأﺃ ﻦﯿﻴﻣ" ...وﻭأﺃ ؟ﻲﺑﺮﻐﻣ ﺖﻧأﺃ ﻞﻫ"وﻭ ﻰﺘﺣ ﺮﻤﻘﻟاﺍ ﻦﻣ ﻦﻣ ﻲﻧﺄﻛ
 هﻩﺬﻫوﻭ "؟كﻙﺪﺑ ﺶﯾﻳأﺃوﻭﺔﯿﻴﺳﻮﻠﻏﺪﻟاﺍ ﻞﺜﻤﺗ ﺔﺼﻘﻟاﺍ هﻩﺬﻫ ...ـﻟاﺍ؟  كﻙﺎﻨﻫ ﻲﺑﺮﻌﻟﺎﺑ اﺍﺬﻫ ﻦﻋ ﺮﺒﻋأﺃ ﻒﯿﻴﻛ فﻑﺮﻋأﺃ ﻻ ﺎﻧأﺃ
ﻼﺛ ﻦﻜﻤﻣ وﻭأﺃ ﻦﯿﻴﺘﻐﻟ ﺔﻐﻟوﻭ ﺔﯿﻴﻧدﺩرﺭﻻاﺍ ﺔﯿﻴﻣﺎﻌﻟاﺍوﻭ ﺔﯿﻴﻜﯿﻴﺳﻼﻜﻟاﺍ ﺔﻐﻠﻟاﺍ : تﺕﺎﻐﻟ ثﺙ؟نﻥﺎﺴﻨﻟاﺍ ؟نﻥﺎﺴﻧﻻاﺍ  
 لﻝﻮﻘﻧ ﻒﯿﻴﻛ 
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teeth? 
[clicks] 
تﺕﻮﺻ اﺍﺬﻫ " اﺍﺬﻫ ﺪﯾﻳرﺭأﺃ ﻻ " 
 
You_________ traveled to different countries, well, can you tell me a strange or 
nice story that happened to you in these travels in various countries? 
T: Yes, when… when I arrived in Jordan the fairst* time I did not know anything 
about Arabic dialect since I had known Classical Fusha Arabic only and when I arrived 
and I left the airport I was in a street in front of the airport with all my suitcases and all 
that and I saw one of the drivers drivers taxi drivers outside the airport so I asked him 
asked to him “Would it be possible O sir for you to proceed with me to a neighborhood 
called Jubaiha?” you know, that was strange speech and the taxi driver looked at me as 
if I was from … from the moon almost and: “ Are you Moroccan or …?” “Who are you 
and what do you want?” and this … this story shows the diglossia? I don’t know how to 
express this in Arabic. There are two languages or maybe three languages … the 
classical language and Jordanian dialect and the language of ??? the person? How do 
we say teeth? “I don’t want that” That sound 
 
 This test taker only requires one prompt to produce a fairly robust narration. The 
test taker provides orientation (“when I arrived in Jordan for the first time…I left the 
airport”), complicating actions (“I asked a cab driver … he looked at me like I was from 
the moon”), and evaluation (“that was strange talk!”). He also uses a dialect equivalent 
for the word “driver” and then produces the more formal word, indicating that he knows 
these terms differ in register. 
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However, the test taker encounters some difficulty when he tries to expand his 
evaluation of the story. This starts when he tries to jokingly suggest that Jordanians speak 
their dialect, use formal written language, and also communicate with gestures and noises 
made with their teeth. He is unable to find a translation for diglossia so he Arabizes its 
English pronunciation. He also attempts to say that some people communicate by making 
noises. He calls this “a language of teeth,” producing two words that appear to be 
approximations of the word “teeth” until he ultimately appeals for the examiner’s help by 
using English. In a non-testing context, this strategy would most likely be a sound one, 
given that the test taker cannot recall the word correctly. However, the examiner is 
prevented from helping him because he is administering a test to the test taker. Therefore, 
the test taker’s final comments about the story can only be fully understood by a listener 
who understands the English for “diglossia” or “teeth,” or by a listener who surmises that 
the test taker is referring to a nonverbal method of saying “no” by raising one’s eyebrows 
and making a clicking sound with one’s teeth. 
The third narration sample provided by an Advanced-Mid speaker was elicited by 
E9 after approximately 8 minutes: 
 
 ﻲﻨﯾﻳﺮﺒﺨﺗ نﻥأﺃ ﻦﻜﻤﻣ ﻚﻌﻣ ﺖﺛﺪﺣ ﺔﺼﻗ يﻱاﺍ ﻦﯾﻳﺮﻛﺬﺗ ﻞﻫ ﺔﯾﻳﺮﯿﻴﺨﻟاﺍ ﺔﻤﻈﻨﻤﻟاﺍ هﻩﺬﻫ ﻲﻓ ﻚﻠﻤﻋ لﻝﻼﺧ
 ؟ﺎﻫﺎﯾﻳإﺇ 
 
ﺐﺒﺴﺑ قﻕﻮﻘﺣ ﺔﯿﻴّﯾﻳﺮَﺴﻟاﺍ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺔﺒﺴﻨﻟﺎﺑ  ﺔﻗﻼﻌﻠﻟﻦﯿﻴﺑ ﺔﯿﻴﻣﺎﺤﻤﻟاﺍ وﻭ ﻦﯿﻴﺑﻦﯾﻳﺎﺑﺰﻟاﺍ ﻦﻜﻟوﻭ عﻉﻮﻄﺗأﺃ صﺹﺎﺨﺑ 
عﻉﻮﻄﺗأﺃ ﻊﻣ ﻦﯾﻳﺎﺑﺰﻟاﺍ  ﻢﻬﯾﻳﺪﻟ ﻦﯾﻳﺬﻟاﺍﻞﻛﺎﺸﻣ ﺔﺒﺴﻨﻟﺎﺑ ﺔﻧﺎﻋﻼﻟ لﻝﺎﻔﻃﻷاﺍ ﻢﻋدﺩوﻭ لﻝﺎﻔﻃﻷاﺍ  ...اﺍ هﻩ هﻩ لﻝوﻭﺎﺣأﺃ نﻥأﺃ ﺮﻜﻓأﺃ 
ﻦﻋ ﺔﺼﻗ ﺔﺒﺳﺎﻨﻣ ﻦﻜﻟوﻭ ﻒﺳﻸﻟ ﻞﻛ ﺺﺼﻘﻟاﺍ ﺎﻬﯿﻴﻓ نﻥﺰﺤﻟاﺍ ﺎﻬﻠﻛوﻭ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺲﯿﻴﻟ ﺎﻬﯾﻳﺪﻟ ﺔﺠﯿﻴﺘﻧ اﺍ هﻩ هﻩ  !ﻦﻜﻟوﻭ اﺍﺬﻫ 
ﻞﺒﻗ ﻦﯾﻳﺮﻬﺷ نﻥﺎﻛ ّيﻱﺪﻟ ﺔﻧﻮﺑزﺯ ﺖﻧﺎﻛوﻭ فﻑﺎﺨﺗ ﻦﻣ بﺏأﺃ ﺎﻬﻠﻔﻃ نﻥﻷ ﺖﻨﻇ نﻥأﺃ ﻮﻫ دﺩاﺍرﺭأﺃ نﻥأﺃ كﻙﺮﺘﯾﻳ ﺪﻠﺒﻟاﺍ ﻊﻣ 
ﻞﻔﻄﻟاﺍ ﺐﻫﺬﯿﻴﻟ ﻰﻟإﺇ هﻩﺪﻠﺑ ﻦﻣ جﺝرﺭﺎﺧ ﺎﻜﯾﻳﺮﻣأﺃ ﺖﻧﺎﻛوﻭ فﻑﺎﺨﺗ ﻦﻣ ﻚﻟذﺫ ﻚﻟﺬﻠﻓ ﺎﻧأﺃ ﺖﺒﺘﻛ ﺔﻟﺎﺳرﺭ ﻰﻟإﺇ رﺭاﺍزﺯوﻭةﺓ 
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ﺔﯿﻴﺟرﺭﺎﺧ ﺔﯿﻴﻜﯾﻳﺮﻣﻻاﺍ ﺐﻠﻃﻷ ﺎﻬﻟ نﻥأﺃ ﻮﻟ بﺏﻷاﺍ ﺪﻗ نﻥأﺃ لﻝوﻭﺎﺣ ﻞﺼﺤﯾﻳ ﻰﻠﻋ ءﺰﺟ* ﺮﻔﺴﻟاﺍ زﺯاﺍﻮﺟ ﺮﻔﺴﻟاﺍ ﻞﻔﻄﻠﻟ 
ﺴﯿﻴﻟﺖ ﻦﻣ ﺔﯿﻴﻧﺎﻜﻣﻻاﺍ نﻥأﺃ وﻭةﺓرﺭاﺍزﺯ ﺔﯿﻴﺟاﺍﺮﺨﻟاﺍ ﻊﻨﻤﺗ ﻪﻌﻨﻤﺗ ﻦﻣ ﻚﻟذﺫ نﻥﻷ ﻮﻫ نﻥﺎﻛ بﺏأﺃ ﻞﻔﻄﻟاﺍ نﻥﺎﻛوﻭ ﻪﻘﺣ ﻞﻌﻔﯿﻴﻟ 
ﻚﻟذﺫ ﻦﻜﻟوﻭ نﻥﺎﻛ ﻦﻣ ﺔﯿﻴﻧﺎﻜﻣﻻاﺍ نﻥأﺃ ةﺓرﺭاﺍزﺯﻮﻟاﺍ ﺔﯿﻴﺟرﺭﺎﺨﻟاﺍ نﻥأﺃ ﺎﻬﻨﻠﻌﺗ(ﺎﻬﻤﻠﻌﺗ=) * ﻮﻟ بﺏﻷاﺍ لﻝوﻭﺎﺣ نﻥأﺃ ﻞﺼﺤﯾﻳ 
ﻰﻠﻋ زﺯاﺍﻮﺟ ﺮﻔﺴﻟاﺍ ﻞﻔﻄﻠﻟ ﻲﻜﻟ مﻡﻷاﺍ فﻑﺮﻌﺗ نﻥأﺃ ﻦﻜﻤﻣ  اﺍﺬﻫﺪﻗ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ بﺏﻷاﺍ فﻑﻮﺳ لﻝوﻭﺎﺤﯾﻳ نﻥأﺃ كﻙﺮﺘﯾﻳ ﺪﻠﺒﻟاﺍ ﻊﻣ 
ﻞﻔﻄﻟاﺍ  اﺍﺬﻫ نﻥﻷ مﻡﻸﻟ ﺔﺒﺴﻨﻟﺎﺑ ًاﺍﺪﺟ ﺪﯿﻴﺟوﻭ ﺪﯿﻴﻔﻣ ءﻲﺷ نﻥﺎﻛ اﺍﺬﻫ ّﻦﻇأﺃ ﻦﻜﻟوﻭ ﻲﻟ ﺔﺒﺴﻨﻟﺎﺑ ﻞﻬﺳ ءﻲﺷ نﻥﺎﻛ اﺍﺬﻫوﻭ
 ﺎﻣ ًﺎﻋﻮﻧ ﺔﻟﺎﺤﻟاﺍ ﻰﻠﻋ ﺮﻄﯿﻴﺴﺗ نﻥأﺃ ﺔﯿﻴﻧﺎﻜﻣإﺇوﻭ ﻞﻘﻌﻟاﺍ ﺔﻣﻼﺳ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺎﻬﯿﻴﻠﻋ ﺖﯿﻴﻄﻋأﺃ   
 
So during your volunteer work with this charitable organization do you remember 
a story you can tell me? 
 
because of the privaycy* rights you know in terms *the relationship between the 
lawyer and the clients but I volunteer particularly I volunteer with the clients who have 
problems in terms of child support … ah I’m trying to think of an appropriate story but 
unfortunately all the stories are sad and all of them don’t have a result … ah oh! But this 
two months ago I had a client and she was afraid of her child’s father because she 
thought that* he wanted to leave the country with the child go to his country from outside 
America and she was afraid of that so as a result I wrote a letter to American 
*Department State so I [could] ask for her if the father had tried to obtain a piece- a 
passport for the child …the…the…it is not possible for the State Departments to forbid 
him that because he was the child’s father and it was his right to do that but it was 
possible for the State Department to advertise* [notify] her if the father had tried to get 
the passport for the child in order that the mother know… meaning that the father will try 
to leave the country with the child 
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This test taker’s narration from her volunteer work lasts approximately two 
minutes. While her delivery and speech are not perfect, her story contains all the elements 
required by Labov’s definition. First, she provides an orientation as she explains the 
clients she worked with. Second, she provides a complicating action concerning a 
particular woman and the woman’s concerns about her child’s father possibly obtaining a 
passport for their child without her knowledge. Third, the test taker provides a resolution 
that signals that she is done with her narration by noting that she was able to secure a 
letter from the Department of State which addressed the mother’s concern.  
In addition to producing language that meets the requirements of narration, this 
test taker further displays an ability to respond to the examiner’s prompt without actually 
beginning a story. Her initial utterances allow her to demonstrate her willingness to 
respond while she searches her memory for an appropriate story; while she is doing this, 
she comments on how these stories are very sad and have no “result” (or resolution). 
However, she does say “advertise her” when she means “inform her,” a fact that the 
examiner did not comment on. There is also one instance in which the test taker tries to 
say “passport,” but initially says “piece.”29 The test taker corrects this mistake without 
any examiner reaction. 
The third narration example from the Advanced-Mid level was elicited by E9 at 
3:40 in the interview and is the earliest request for narration found in this data set. This 
coupled with the fact that the examiner cut off the test taker’s speech multiple times 
during the interview leads me to treat this sample with some reservation. The quality of 
the recording is the same as other samples so it is unclear what was causing the examiner 
to cut off this particular test taker’s utterances with regularity; E9 did not exhibit this 
                                                
29 These words share two letters in Arabic, i.e. “j” and “z,” and both begin with the same letter. However, 
they are otherwise unrelated. 
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 eht gnoma noitarran tsekaew eht si siht ,revewoH .srekat tset rehto htiw roivaheb
 :swollof sa si egnahcxe eht fo tpircsnart ehT .selpmas diM-decnavdA
 
 ﻃﯿﻴﺐ ﺧﻼلﻝ ﺳﻔﺮكﻙ ﻟﻨﯿﻴﺠﯿﻴﺮﯾﻳﺎ ﻫﻞ ﺗﺬﻛﺮﯾﻳﻦ أﺃيﻱ ﺷﻲء ﻗﺼﺔ ﺷﻲء ﺣﺪثﺙ ﻣﻌﻚ ﺗﺨﺒﺮﯾﻳﻨﻲ إﺇﯾﻳﺎهﻩ؟
 
 ... اﺍلﻝ ﺳﻤﻌﺖ ﻣﺎ أﺃﻧﺎ آﺁﺳﻔﺔ
 
 ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻛﻨِﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻧﯿﻴﺠﯿﻴﺮﯾﻳﺎ
 
  ﻧﻌﻢ
 
 ﻫﻞ ﺣﺪثﺙ ﻣﻌِﻚ ﻣﺜًﻼ ﻗﺼﺔ ﺷﻲء ﻣﻀﺤﻚ ﺣﺎدﺩﺛﺔ؟
 
  ﻣﻀﺤﻚ اﺍاﺍاﺍهﻩ
 
 ﻣﻀﺤﻚ ﻧﻌﻢ ﻏﺮﯾﻳﺐ
 
  ﻏﺮﯾﻳﺐ اﺍاﺍاﺍهﻩ
 
 اﺍﺧﺒﺮﯾﻳﻨﻲ ﻋﻦ ﻗﺼﺔ ﺣﺪﺛﺖ ﻣﻌﻚ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻛﻨﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻧﯿﻴﺠﯿﻴﺮﯾﻳﺎ
 
  ﺷﻮﯾﻳﺔ ﻏﺮﯾﻳﺐ ﻛﺎنﻥ اﺍﻷﻛﻞ ﺑﻌﺾ هﻩ هﻩ اﺍ ﻏﺮﯾﻳﺐ ﺷﻲء ﻣﻤﻜﻦ
 
 أﺃﺧﺒﺮﯾﻳﻨﻲ ﻣﺎذﺫاﺍ ﺣﺪثﺙ
 
  اﺍﻟﻤﻄﻌﻢ إﺇﻟﻰ ذﺫﻫﺒُﺖ اﺍﻧﺎ
 
  airegiN
 
 ﻫﻜﺬاﺍوﻭ ﻓﻮلﻝوﻭ )=رﺭزﺯ(*رﺭوﻭزﺯ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ* اﺍﻷﻛﻞ ﻃﻠﺒُﺖ لﻝ لﻝ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ ﻃﻠﺒُﺖوﻭ اﺍﻟﻤﻨﻈﻤﺔ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﻮﻇﻔﯿﻴﻦ اﺍلﻝ ﻣﻊوﻭ
 بﺏ بﺏ بﺏ أﺃﺗﺬﻛﺮ ﻻ اﺍلﻝ اﺍلﻝ أﺃﺗﺬﻛﺮ ﻻ اﺍلﻝ ﻣﻦ ﺟﻠﺪ اﺍﻟﺠﻠﺪ ﻛﺎنﻥ ﻫﺬاﺍوﻭ )=ﺧﺎﺻﺔ( *وﻭﺣﺎﺳﺔ *أﺃﺧﺮىﻯ أﺃﻛﻞ رﺭأﺃﯾﻳُﺖوﻭ
  أﺃﺗﺬﻛﺮ اﺍﻟﻈﺒﻂ
 
 ﺟﻠﺪ ﺣﯿﻴﻮاﺍنﻥ؟
 
  ﺷﻮﯾﻳﺔ ﻏﺮﯾﻳﺐ ﺷﻮﯾﻳﺔ ﻏﺮﯾﻳﺐ ﻛﺎنﻥوﻭ اﺍﻟﺘﻮاﺍﺑﻞ ﺑﻌﺾ ﻧﻌﻢوﻭ ﺑﯿﻴﺾ ﻣﻊ ﻓﻘﻂ اﺍﻟﺤﯿﻴﻮاﺍنﻥ اﺍﻟﺠﻠﺪ ﻧﻌﻢ اﺍﻟﺤﯿﻴﻮاﺍنﻥ
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 ؟ﺪﯿﻴﺟ نﻥﺎﻛ ؟ﻢﻌﻄﻟاﺍ اﺍﺬﻫ ﺖﻗوﻭﺬﺗ ﻞﻫوﻭ ﻢﻌﻧ 
 
ﻻ ﻻ ﺎﻧاﺍ ُﺖﻔﺧاﺍ  
 
 ﻢﻌﻧ 
 
ﻢﻌﻧ  
 
So during your trip to Nigeria do you remember anything a story of something 
that happened to you that you can tell me about? 
Sorry I didn’t hear the … 
When you were in Nigeria 
Yes 
Did anything happen to you for example a story or something funny 
Ahh funny  
Funny yes weird 
Ahh weird 
Tell me about a story that happened to you while you were in Nigeria 
Maybe something weird- some of the food was a little weird 
Tell me what happened 
I went to the restaurant Nigeria and with the employees in the organization and I 
ordered from them I ordered food like rice* and beans and that [sort of thing] and I saw 
other special* food and and this was the skin skin from the- I don’t remember the I don’t 
remember the the I don’t remember exactly I remember 
Animal skin? 
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Animal yes the skin the animal only with eggs and yes some spices and it was a 
little weird a little weird  
Yes and did you taste the food? Was it good? 
no no I was afraid  
Yes  
Yes  
 
The test taker’s responses form what Labov refers to as the “skeleton of a 
narrative” (Labov, 1972, p 361). Her first response (“the food was a little weird”) serves 
as an abstract for what follows. The test taker then produces clauses that are temporally 
related and reports encountering the skin of an animal being served in a restaurant. This is 
a reportable event as the examiner asked for a weird or funny story, and the test taker’s 
abstract indicates that she regarded this food as unusual. Thus, the test taker has fulfilled 
the minimum requirements for narration, although her production is not as clear as other 
test takers’ attempts and it lacks an evaluation. The examiner finally prompts her to 
produce one by asking, “Did you taste it?” and the test taker closes by stating that she 
was afraid to try this food. 
 
Advanced-Low Narrations 
 In contrast to the Advanced-Mid speakers, the Advanced-low speakers appeared 
to struggle more in responding to narration requests. There were three requests for 
narration at this level, two of which elicited narration attempts. There was also one test 
taker who volunteered narration. I will present these three samples in turn to examine the 
ways in which these test takers were more or less successful. 
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 A test taker volunteered one of the clearest narration samples after about 17 
minutes with E2. This exchange took approximately two minutes: 
 
؟عﻉﻮﺒﺳﻷاﺍ ﺔﯾﻳﺎﻬﻧ ﻲﻓ ةﺓدﺩﺎﻋ ﻞﻌﻔﺗ اﺍذﺫﺎﻣوﻭ ﺐﯿﻴﻃ 
 
 ةﺓﺮﯿﻴﺜﻛ ءﺎﯿﻴﺷاﺍ ﻞﻌﻓأﺃ ﺎﻧأﺃ ةﺓﺮﯿﻴﺜﻛ تﺕﺎﺒﺟاﺍوﻭ ﺎﻤﺋاﺍدﺩ ﺞﻣﺎﻧﺮﺒﻟاﺍ اﺍﺬﻫ ﻲﻓ ًﺎﻤﺋاﺍدﺩ سﺱرﺭدﺩأﺃ ًﺎﻌﺒﻃ ًﺎﻌﺒﻃ عﻉﻮﺒﺳﻷاﺍ ﺔﯾﻳﺎﻬﻧ ﻲﻓ
 ﻲﻜﯾﻳﺮﺷ ﻦﻜﺴﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ ﻲﻜﯾﻳﺮﺷ بﺏرﺭﺎﻗأﺃ هﻩ هﻩ اﺍ فﻑﺎﻓزﺯ ﺔﻠﻔﺣ ﻰﻟإﺇ تﺕﺮﻓﺎﺳ ﺎﻧأﺃ ﺎﻧأﺃ ﻦﯿﻴﻋﻮﺒﺳأﺃ ﻦﻣ ًﻼﺜﻣ ﻲﺋﺎﻗﺪﺻأﺃ ﻊﻣ
اﺍ ﻦﻜﺴﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ نﻥأﺃ مﻡزﺯﻼﻟاﺍ ﻦﻣ ﻲﻟ لﻝﺎﻗ ﻮﻫ ﺔﺼﻘﻟاﺍ هﻩﺬﻫ ﻮﻫ ﺔﺼﻘﻟاﺍ ﺐﯿﻴﻃ ﻰﻟإﺇ تﺕﺮﻓﺎﺳ ﺎﻧأﺃوﻭ ـــــــــــــــــ ﻪﻤﺳ
 ﺎﻧأﺃ ﻖﻔﺗأﺃ ﺎﻧأﺃ ﺎﻌﺒﻃ ﻞﯿﻴﻤﺟ اﺍﺬﻫ وﻭاﺍوﻭ ﺖﻠﻗ ﺎﻧأﺃوﻭ ﻲﺘﻠﺋﺎﻋ ﻲﻓ فﻑﺎﻓزﺯ ﺔﻠﻔﺣ ﻰﻟإﺇ ﺮﻓﺎﺴﻧ نﻥأﺃ مﻡزﺯﻼﻟاﺍ ﻦﻣ وﻭأﺃ حﺡوﻭﺮﻧ
 ﻪﺘﻠﺋﺎﻋ ﺖﯿﻴﺑ ﻰﻟإﺇ ﺎﻧﺮﻓﺎﺳ ﺔﻌﻤﺟ مﻡﻮﯾﻳ ﻲﻓ ﻲﻓ ﺮﻓﺎﺳأﺃ نﻥأﺃ ﺪﯾﻳرﺭأﺃنﻥﺎﻛ ﺔﺴﻠﺠﻟاﺍوﻭ ﺪﺑرﺭاﺍ ﻲﺣاﺍﻮﺿ ﻲﺣاﺍﻮﺿ ﻲﻓ* 
ﻦﻣ ﻞﯿﻴﻟدﺩ يﻱأﺃ ﻪﯿﻴﻓ نﻥﺎﻛ ﺎﻣ ﻦﻜﻟوﻭ ﻚﻟذﺫ ﻞﺜﻣ ءﻲﺸﻟاﺍ ﻞﻛوﻭ ﻞﯿﻴﻤﺟ رﺭاﺍﻮﺣوﻭ ةﺓﺬﯾﻳﺬﻟ تﺕﻻﻮﻛﺆﻣ نﻥﺎﻛ ﻞﯿﻴﻤﺟ ﻞﯿﻴﻟدﺩ يﻱأﺃ 
ﻦﻜﻟ اﺍﺬﻫ ﻞﺜﻣ ءﻲﺷ يﻱأﺃ وﻭأﺃ ﺲﯾﻳﺮﻌﻟاﺍ وﻭأﺃ سﺱوﻭﺮﻌﻟاﺍ وﻭأﺃ سﺱﺮﻌﻟاﺍ ﺖﻔﺷ ﺎﻣ فﻑﺎﻓﺰﻟاﺍ  
 
ﻢﻌﻧ  
 
ﺑ ﺾﻐﺜﻛ ﻊﺘﻤﻣ مﻡﻮﯾﻳ نﻥﺎﻛ نﻥﺎﻛ ﻚﻟذﺫ ﻦﻋ ﺮﻈﻨﻟاﺍًاﺍﺪﺟ ﻊﺘﻤﻣ وﻭأﺃ ﺮﯿﻴ  
 
Ok and what do you normally do on the weekends? 
On the weekend of course of course I always study in this program, there is always a lot 
of homework, I do a lot of things with my friends for example two weeks ago I I traveled 
to a wedding party uh for relatives of my roommate my roommate’s name is __________ 
and I traveled to- well, the story is this story- he said to me, it is necessary that we go it is 
necessary that we travel to a wedding party in my family and I said “Wow, that’s great” 
of course I agree I want to travel, on on Friday we traveled to his family’s house in the 
suburbs suburbs of [the city] and the event was* beautiful the food was delicious and 
nice conversation and everything like that but there wasn’t any evidence of a wedding I 
didn’t see the wedding or the groom or the bride or anything like that but 
Yes 
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Besides that, it was it was a very interesting day, or very interesting30  
 
In this narration, the test taker supplies an orientation (“last weekend, I traveled”), 
a complicating action (“no evidence that it was a wedding”), and an evaluation (“besides 
that, it was very interesting”). This is one of the strongest examples at this level as the 
test taker supplies a complete narration without prompting or clarification from the 
examiner and likewise exhibits no lexical gaps that could cause misunderstanding. Also 
worth noting is the fact that his use of the connector “besides that” allows him to 
smoothly add his evaluation to his other statements about his trip. 
The following narration attempt was elicited by E9 approximately 7 minutes into 
the test. The word in bold was spoken in English: 
 
 يﻱأﺃ ﻦﯾﻳﺮﻛﺬﺗ ﻞﻫ ةﺓﺮﯿﻴﺜﻛ ﻖﻃﺎﻨﻣوﻭ ةﺓﺮﯿﻴﺜﻛ نﻥﺪﻣ ﻦﯾﻳرﺭوﻭﺰﺗ ِﺖﻧأﺃ بﺏﺮﻐﻤﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ كﻙﺪﺟاﺍﻮﺗ لﻝﻼﺧوﻭ ﺐﯿﻴﻃ زﺯﺎﺘﻤﻣ
ﻚﺤﻀﻣ وﻭأﺃ ﺐﯾﻳﺮﻏ نﻥﺎﻛ ِﻚﻌﻣ ثﺙﺪﺣ ءﻲﺷ ًﻼﺜﻣ هﻩﺎﯾﻳإﺇ ﻲﻨﯾﻳﺮﺒﺧاﺍ ءﻲﺷ وﻭأﺃ ﺔﺛدﺩﺎﺣ ﺔﺼﻗ  
 
هﻩاﺍاﺍاﺍ ﻢﻌﻧ ﺎﻣﺪﻨﻋ ُتﺕرﺭزﺯ ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ ﺔﺠﻨﻃ تﺕرﺭزﺯ ُتﺕرﺭزﺯ ﺞﻣﺎﻧﺮﺒﻟاﺍ ________ ﻲﻓ ﺔﺠﻨﻃ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ يﻱﺪﻨﻋ ﻖﯾﻳﺪﺻ 
ﻲﻓ اﺍﺬﻫ ﺞﻣﺎﻧﺮﺒﻟاﺍ وﻭﺎﻨﺒﻫذﺫ ﻰﻟإﺇ ﺊﻃﺎﺸﻟاﺍ وﻭﺎﻧاﺍ ُﺖﻓ *ﻲﻓ ﺮﺤﺒﻟاﺍ ﻊﻣ ﻲﺗاﺍﺮﻈﻧ ﻲﺗاﺍرﺭﺎﻈﻧ ﻂﻘﻓ ؟؟؟ ﻞﻟ ﺮﺤﺑ ﻓـ 
ﻢﻬﺗﺪﻘﻓ ﺎﻬﺗﺪﻘﻓ   
 
ﻢﻌﻧ  
 
وﻭاﺍﺬﻫ ﺖﻧﺎﻛ ﺔﻠﻜﺸﻣ ةﺓﺮﯿﻴﺒﻛ ّنﻥﻷ ﻢﻟ َرﺭأﺃ يﻱأﺃ ءﻲﺷ ﻞﻛ مﻡﻮﯿﻴﻟاﺍ وﻭﻦﻣ مﻡزﺯﻼﻟاﺍ ْنﻥأﺃ نﻥﺎﻛ ﻦﻣ مﻡزﺯﻼﻟاﺍ ْنﻥأﺃ ﺮﻓﺎﺳأﺃ ﻰﻟإﺇ 
سﺱﺎﻓ اﺍﺬﻫ مﻡﻮﯿﻴﻟاﺍ وﻭ   
 
ﻢﻌﻧ  
 
ﻢﻌﻧ ﺎﻧاﺍ ُﺖﻨﻛ ﻲﻓ ﻲﻓ لﻝاﺍ   
Train  
وﻭنﻥﺎﻛ ﺲﯿﻴﻟ يﻱﺪﻨﻋ تﺕاﺍرﺭﺎﻈﻧ  
                                                
30 This test taker says “very interesting” (mumtca kathiir) one way before supplying a restatement using 
another word for “very” (mumtca jiddan). 
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  وﻭﺿﻊ ﺻﻌﺐ ﻧﻌﻢ ﻧﻌﻢ
 
   ﻧﻌﻢ ﻧﻌﻢ
 
  وﻭﺿﻊ ﺻﻌﺐ وﻭﻣﺎذﺫاﺍ ﻓﻌﻠِﺖ ﺑﻌﺪ ذﺫﻟﻚ ﻫﻞ اﺍﺷﺘﺮﯾﻳِﺖ ﻧﻈﺎرﺭاﺍتﺕ ﺟﺪﯾﻳﺪةﺓ؟
 
 ﺻﻌﺒﺔ ﻛﺎﻧﺖ ﻫﺬاﺍ ﺻﻌﺐ ﻛﺎﻧﺖ ﻟﻜﻦوﻭ ﻓﺎسﺱ إﺇﻟﻰ رﺭﺟﻌُﺖ اﺍرﺭﺟﻊ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﺟﺪﯾﻳﺪةﺓ ﻧﻈﺎرﺭاﺍتﺕ اﺍﺷﺘﺮﯾﻳُﺖ ﻧﻌﻢ اﺍاﺍاﺍهﻩ
  * اﺍﻟﻮرﺭﻗﺔ ﻷّنﻥ أﺃﯾﻳﻀًﺎ
 
 أﺃْنﻥ اﺍﻟﻼزﺯمﻡ ﻣﻦ ﻟﺬﻟﻚوﻭ* ﺻﺤﯿﻴﺢ اﺍﻟﺮﻗﻢ ﯾﻳﻘﺮأﺃ* ﻻ ﻟﻢ ﻓﺎﻟﻄﺒﯿﻴﺐ أﺃﻣﺮﯾﻳﻜﯿﻴﺔ ﻛﺎنﻥ ﻧﻈﺎرﺭاﺍﺗﻲ* ﻟﻞ اﺍﻟﺮﻗﻢ ؟؟؟ ﻣﻊ
  ﻧﻌﻢ اﺍاﺍاﺍهﻩ فﻑ ﻟﻞ أﺃﺧﺮىﻯ ﯾﻳﻮمﻡ أﺃرﺭﺟُﻊ
 
  ﻫﺬاﺍ وﻭﺿﻊ ﺻﻌﺐ ﺟﺪًاﺍ وﻭﻟﻜﻦ ﯾﻳﺤﺪثﺙ
 
  ﻧﻌﻢ
 
  ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻧﻜﻮنﻥ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺨﺎرﺭجﺝ ﻧﻌﻢ
 
  ﺟﺪًاﺍ وﻭﻏﺎﻟﻲ
 
  ﻏﺎﻟﻲ ﺟﺪًاﺍ ﻧﻌﻢ ﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ ﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ
 
 
 dna seitic fo tol a gnitisiv er’uoy occoroM ni emit ruoy gnirud dna dna ,ko ,taerG
 taht elpmaxe rof gnihtyna ro tneve ro yrots yna rebmemer uoy od ,saera fo tol a
 ?ynnuf ro egnarts saw taht uoy ot deneppah
 I wonk uoy sreignaT ni margorp ___________ eht detisiv detisiv I nehw sey hA 
 aes eht otni *tnew I dna hcaeb eht ot tnew ew dna margorp eht ni ereht dneirf a evah
 meht tsol meht tsol I aes eht ni ??? dna ylno sessalg ym sessalg ym htiw
 seY
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And that was a big problem because I didn’t see anything all day and it was 
necessary and it was necessary that I travel to Fez that day and 
Yes 
Yes and I was in in the train and I didn’t have my glasses 
A difficult situation yes yes 
Yes yes 
A difficult situation and what did you do after that, did you buy new glasses? 
Yes, I bought new glasses when I am returning I returned to Fez but it was hard it was 
this was hard too because the paper* with ??? the number for my glasses was American 
so the doctor didn’t doesn’t read it correctly and as a result it was necessary that I go 
back another day to- yes  
That is a very difficult situation but it happens 
 Yes 
When we’re abroad yes 
And very expensive 
Very expensive yes of course of course 
 
This exchange lasts approximately 2 minutes and 40 seconds. The test taker 
successfully provides an orientation (“I visited … Tangiers”) and a complicating action 
(“we went to the beach and I lost my glasses”). She further reports that she needed to 
travel that day and could not see anything. However, she is unable to retrieve the word 
for train and instead produces it in English. There are also other words that her 
pronunciation render difficult to decipher like “went,” “went into the sea,” and “paper.” 
In addition, the examiner has to prompt her to continue and conclude her narrative, which 
the test taker is able to do in a simple manner. From her responses, it is clear that she was 
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able to get new glasses, but it is unclear what she did to fix the issue of her eyeglasses 
prescription being misinterpreted nor does she supply any details of how she got from the 
beach to the train and then home again. The parsimoniousness of this narration makes it 
seem less robust than the one in the preceding sample. 
The last narration sample at the Advanced-Low level was elicited by E9 
approximately 11 minutes into the test. The exchange was as follows: 
 
 
ﺮﻔﺴﻟاﺍ لﻝﻼﺧ ﺎﻬﺑ َﺖﻤﻗ ةﺓﺮﻣﺎﻐﻣ ﻦﻋ ﻲﻟ ﻲﻜﺣأﺃ ﻢﻌﻧ  
 
؟ىﻯﺮﺧأﺃ ةﺓﺮﻣ ؟ﺎﻣ ﻦﻋ ﻦﻋ  
 
ةﺓﺮﻣﺎﻐﻣ  
 
؟ةﺓﺮﻣﺎﻐﻣ  
 
ﻢﻌﻧ  
 
؟ﺺﺼﻘﻟاﺍ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ  
 
ﻚﻌﻣ ثﺙﺪﺣ ءﻲﺷ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﺮﻔﺴﻟاﺍ لﻝﻼﺧ ﺔﺼﻘﻟاﺍ  
 
ﻰﻠﺣأﺃ ﺎﻧاﺍ  
 
ﺮﻔﺴﻟاﺍ لﻝﻼﺧ  
 
 ﻲﻓ نﻥﺎﻧﻮﯿﻴﻟاﺍ ﻰﻟإﺇ نﻥﺎﻛ ﻲﺘﻠﺣرﺭ ﻰﻠﺣأﺃوﻭُتﺕرﺭزﺯ ﻰﻟإﺇ* وﻭ ﺔﯿﻴﻧﺎﻧﻮﯿﻴﻟاﺍ ﺮﺋاﺍﺰﺠﻟاﺍ   
 
؟ﻦﯾﻳأﺃ اﺍذﺫﺎﻣ ﻰﻟإﺇ  
 
نﻥﺎﻧﻮﯿﻴﻟاﺍ ﻰﻟإﺇ ﻰﻟإﺇ  
 
؟نﻥﺎﻧﻮﯿﻴﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ َتﺕرﺭزﺯ اﺍذﺫﺎﻣوﻭ ﻢﻌﻧ  
 911 
 
   ﻛﻨُﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻨﺪقﻕ ﻣﻊ ﻣﻨﻈﺮ ﻋﻠﻰ اﺍﻟﺒﺤﺮ ﺟﻤﯿﻴﻞ ﺟﺪًاﺍوﻭﻛﻨُﺖ ﺑﺠﺎﻧﺐ اﺍﻟﺒﺤﺮ وﻭاﺍﻟﺠﺰاﺍﺋﺮ اﺍﻟﯿﻴﻮﻧﺎﻧﯿﻴﺔ  زﺯرﺭُتﺕ إﺇﻟﻰ*
 
  ﻧﻌﻢ إﺇﺣﻜﻲ  ﻟﻲ ﻋﻦ ﺷﻲء ﺣﺪثﺙ ﻣﻌﻚ ﺗﺘﺬﻛﺮهﻩ دﺩاﺍﺋﻤًﺎ
 
  ﺷﯿﻴﺌًﺎ*؟
 
  ﻧﻌﻢ ﺷﻲء ﻣﻌﯿﻴﻦ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﻣﻮﻗﻒ ﻣﻌﯿﻴﻦ ﺗﺘﺬﻛﺮهﻩ دﺩاﺍﺋﻤًﺎ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺠﺮﺑﺘﻚ
 
  اﺍاﺍاﺍهﻩ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ
 
  ﻣﺜًﻼ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﻄﺎرﺭ ﺣﺪثﺙ ﺷﻲء أﺃوﻭ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺴﻮقﻕ
 
  اﺍاﺍاﺍهﻩ ﻧﻌﻢ ﻧﻌﻢ أﺃﻓﻬﻢ أﺃﻓﻬﻢ
 
  ﺷﻲء ﺣﺪثﺙ ﻣﻌﻚ
 
  ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺤﻘﯿﻴﻘﺔ اﺍﻷﻣﺮ ﺣﯿﻴﺎﺗﻲ ﻣﻤﻠﺔ ﻻ دﺩﻗﯿﻴﻘﺔ وﻭاﺍﺣﺪةﺓ أﺃرﺭﯾﻳُﺪ أﺃْنﻥ أﺃﻓﻜﺮ ﻗﻠﯿﻴًﻼ
 
  ﺧﻼلﻝ اﺍﻟﺴﻔﺮ أﺃﺷﯿﻴﺎء ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﺗﺤﺪثﺙ دﺩاﺍﺋﻤًﺎ ﻏﯿﻴﺮ ﻣﺘﻮﻗﻌﺔ ﺧﻼلﻝ اﺍﻟﺴﻔﺮ
 
  ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺴﻔﺮ أﺃﺣُﺐ
 
  ﻻ ﻟﯿﻴﺲ ﻣﺎذﺫاﺍ ﺗﺤﺐ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﻣﺜًﻼ اﺍﻧﺎ ﺗﺄﺧﺮتﺕ ﻃﺎﺋﺮﺗﻲ اﺍﻟﺸﻬﺮ اﺍﻟﻤﺎﺿﻲ وﻭﺑﻘﯿﻴُﺖ ﻃﻮاﺍلﻝ اﺍﻟﻨﻬﺎرﺭ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﻄﺎرﺭ
 
  ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﻄﺎرﺭ وﻭاﺍﷲ؟
 
  ﻧﻌﻢ ﻫﻞ ﺣﺪثﺙ ﻣﻌﻚ ﺷﻲء ﻏﯿﻴﺮ ؟؟؟ ﻣﺎ ﻛﻨَﺖ - ﻟﻢ ﺗﻜﻮنﻥ ﺗﺘﻮﻗﻌﻪ؟
 
   آﺁﺳﻒ آﺁﺳﻒ ﻛﻨُﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻃﺎﺋﺮةﺓ ﺻﻐﯿﻴﺮ  ﻓﻲ ﻛﻨُﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻃﺎﺋﺮًةﺓ ﻗﻠﯿﻴًﻼ وﻭاﺍﺣﺪًةﺓﯾﻳﻪ ﻛﻨُﺖ ﻣﺮًةﺓ أﺃ
 
 ﻧﻌﻢ وﻭﻣﺎذﺫاﺍ ﺣﺪثﺙ؟
 
ﻛﺎنﻥ اﺍلﻝ وﻭﻟﻜّﻦ ﻛﺎنﻥ اﺍلﻝ ﻛﺎنﻥ اﺍﻟﻄﻘﺲ ﻏﯿﻴﺮ ﺟﯿﻴﺪ ﻤﺘﺤﺪةﺓ وﻭﻛﻨُﺖ أﺃﻃﻮرﺭ* ﻛﻨُﺖ أﺃﻃﻮرﺭ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻮﻻﯾﻳﺎتﺕ اﺍﻟوﻭ
ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ   -ذﺫﻫﺐوﻭﺳﺎﻋﺔ ﺛﻢ رﺭﺟﻌﻨﺎ إﺇﻟﻰ اﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎء ﺛﻢ اﺍﻧﺘﻈﺮﻧﺎ ﺣﻮاﺍﻟﻲ وﻭإﺇﻟﻰ ﻣﻄﺎرﺭ أﺃﺧﺮىﻯ   اﺍﻧﺘﻬﻰ* اﺍلﻝ اﺍﻟﻄﯿﻴﻮرﺭ*
   اﺍﻟﺮﯾﻳﺢ اﺍﻟﺮﯾﻳﺢ ﻛﺎنﻥ ﺷﺪﯾﻳﺪ ﺟﺪًاﺍوﻭ *ﺪثﺙ ﻛﺎنﻥ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ ﻏﺎﺋﻢﺣ
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ﻢﻌﻧ  
 
ءﺎﻤﺴﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ  
 
؟ةﺓﺮﺋﺎﻄﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ بﺏﺎﻛﺮﻟاﺍ فﻑﺮﺼﺗ ﻒﯿﻴﻛوﻭ ﻢﻌﻧ  
 
 بﺏﺎﻛﺮﻟاﺍ ﺎﻣﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟاﺍ هﻩﺬﻫ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟاﺍ اﺍﺬﻫ اﺍﺬﻫ فﻑﺮﻋأﺃ ﻻ ؟   
 
ةﺓﺮﺋﺎﻄﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ سﺱﺎﻨﻟاﺍوﻭ ﺖﻧأﺃ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﻢﻌﻧ  
 
 ﺾﯾﻳﺮﻣ ُﺖﻨﻛ ﺾﯾﻳﺮﻣ ُﺖﻨﻛوﻭ يﻱﺪﻌﻘﻣ ﻲﻓ ُﺲﻠﺟأﺃ ﺲﻠﺟأﺃ ُﺖﻨﻛ ُﺖﻨﻛ ُﺖﻨﻛوﻭﻟ ُﺖﻠﻗ ْنﻥأﺃ ْنﻥأﺃ ُﻊﯿﻴﻄﺘﺳأﺃ ﻲﺴﻔﻨ
 ﺎﻬﯿﻴﻓ ﺲﻠﺟأﺃوﻭ ًاﺍﺪﺟ ﺾﯾﻳﺮﻣ ُﺢﺒﺻأﺃ نﻥأﺃ ُﺪﯾﻳرﺭأﺃ ﻻوﻭءﻲﺷ يﻱأﺃ ثﺙﺪﺣ ﺎﻣ ﷲاﺍ ﺪﻤﺤﻟاﺍ   
 
ﺐﯿﻴﻃ ﺐﯿﻴﻃ ﻢﻌﻧ  
 
Tell me about an adventure you had during your travels. 
About what? One more time? 
An adventure 
An adventure? 
Yes 
Meaning stories? 
A story during [your] travel, meaning something that happened to you 
I- the most beautiful 
During [your] travels 
My most beautiful trip was to Greece in- and I visited the Greek islands and- 
To what? Where? 
I visited to the Greek islands and I was next to the sea and I was in a hotel with a 
view on the sea- very beautiful  
Yes, tell me about something that happened to you that you’ll always remember  
Something? 
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Yes, something particular, you know, a particular situation you’ll always 
remember from your experience 
Ah like- 
For example in the airport something happened or in the market 
Ah yes yes I understand I understand 
Something that happened to you 
Actually, the thing is my life is boring no, just a minute, I want to think a little 
During travel, things you know unexpected things always happen when we travel 
When traveling, I like to- 
No, it’s not what you like you know for example I- my plane was late last month 
and I spent the whole day in the airport 
In the airport, really? 
Yes, has something happened to you that was un- that you weren’t expecting? 
Yes, I was one time I was one time in a plane a little* sorry sorry I was in a small 
plane 
Yes and what happened? 
 And I was flying in the United States but the weather was was not good and the 
end of the birds* [flight] was to another airport and then we waited about an 
hour and then we returned to the sky and  went*- you know it happened there was 
cloudy* and the wind the wind was very severe 
Yes 
Like in the sky 
Yes, and how did the passengers behave in the plane? 
What is passengers? I don’t know this this this word 
Yes, it means you and the people in the plane 
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I was sick I was sick and I was- I was sitting I was sitting in my seat and I had 
said to myself I can I can sit here and I don’t want to become very sick and thank 
God nothing happened 
Yes, good, good 
 
This exchange lasted three minutes and 40 seconds, making it longer than the 
other Advanced-Low samples. However, the production from the test taker is limited as 
he struggled to follow the examiner’s choice of words. In addition, he uses a plural of the 
word “island” that may have temporarily confused the examiner. The recording of the 
word and his pronunciation appear to be clear, but the plural is a less common one that 
coincidentally is also the same as the modern name for Algeria, which may have caused 
the confusion. Once the examiner has confirmed what the test taker is saying, the test 
taker describes a trip he took to the Greek islands. The examiner then interjects and 
continues her efforts to elicit a narration. After some negotiation, the test taker 
understands what is being asked of him and asks for some time to think. As a result, the 
actual narration attempt lasts only one minute. 
The test taker is able to supply an orientation (“I was in a small plane”) and a 
complicating event (“the weather was was not good …. we waited an hour … I was 
sick”). He is also able to provide a conclusion when he ends by saying that nothing 
happened. However, some of this information is obscured because of his substitution of 
birds (Tuyyuur) instead of flight (Tayaraan) early in his narration. The sample is also less 
clear than others because the examiner made several word choices like “adventure” and 
“passengers” that appeared to confuse the test taker momentarily. It took the examiner a 
while to request a narration in a way the test taker could understand so this sample is 
harder to interpret. It is possible that the test taker was not able to provide a complete 
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narration, but it is also unclear whether or not he could have provided a better one with a 
clearer solicitation from the examiner. 
Intermediate Narrations 
As stated above, there were 12 attempts at narration at the Intermediate level, with 
Intermediate-High test takers producing eight and Intermediate-Mid test takers producing 
four respectively. Of these, seven did not include reportable events or chronologically 
dependent events and therefore did not meet the requirements of narration or minimal 
narration; I considered these to be failed attempts. Of the remaining five sub-samples, 
two attempts produced skeleton narrations, which included chronologically dependent 
clauses but no reportable events. The remaining three sub-samples met Labov’s basic 
definition of narration by including reportable events. 
In this section, I present two of the narration attempts that met the basic 
requirements of Labov’s definition first, one from the Intermediate-High and one from 
the Intermediate-Mid rating level. Second, I examine a sample each from the skeleton 
and failed narration attempts, in order to show the ways in which some test takers’ 
responses did not meet Labov’s requirements of narration.  
An Intermediate-High test taker produced the first narration. Three question 
marks indicates an unintelligible word and empty spaces indicate redacted names: 
 
 ؟ﺐﯾﻳﺮﻏ ءﻲﺷ ﻚﻌﻣ ثﺙﺪﺣ ﻞﻫ ؟ﺔﻜﺤﻀﻣ وﻭأﺃ ﺔﺒﯾﻳﺮﻏ ﺔﺼﻗ ﻚﻌﻣ ثﺙﺪﺣ ﻞﻫ نﻥﺎﻤﻋ ﻲﻓ ﺖﻧأﺃوﻭ ﺐﯿﻴﻃ 
 
؟ ﺔﺒﯾﻳﺮﻏ ﺔﺼﻗ  
 
 ؟عﻉرﺭﺎﺸﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ وﻭأﺃ ةﺓﺮﺟﻷاﺍ ةﺓرﺭﺎﯿﻴﺳ ﻲﻓ َﺖﻨﻛ ﺎﻣﺪﻨﻋ ًﻼﺜﻣ 
 
 ﻦﻜﻤﻣوﻭ ﺎﻧاﺍ عﻉرﺭﺎﺸﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ___ ﻪﻤﺳاﺍ ﻲﻘﯾﻳﺪﺻ  ﻲﻓ ﺎﻨﯿﻴﺸﻣ ﻦﺤﻧ يﻱأﺃ ﻦﻋ نﻥﻮﯿﻴﻧدﺩرﺭﻷاﺍ ﻊﻣ ﺎﻨﻤﻠﻜﺗوﻭ عﻉرﺭﺎﺸﻟاﺍ
ءﻲﺷ  ﻲﺿﺎﻤﻟاﺍ عﻉﻮﺒﺳﻷاﺍ اﺍﺬﻫوﻭ ﻦﺤﻧﺗﻢﻠﻜ* ﻊﻣ  ___ ﻲﻘﯾﻳﺪﺻوﻭ نﻥﺎﻀﻣرﺭ ﺮﻬﺷ ﻦﻋ نﻥﻮﯿﻴﻧدﺩرﺭﻷاﺍ ﻦﻣ ﺪﺣاﺍوﻭ
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 *مﻡﺎﺳ ﺖﻧاﺍ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ﻲﻧدﺩرﺭﻷاﺍ ﻰﻟإﺇ ﻰﻟإﺇ لﻝﺎﻗ ﻮﻫوﻭﻢﻬﻓ ﺎﻣ وﻭأﺃ ﻻ ﻮﻫ ﻲﻧدﺩرﺭﻷاﺍ وﻭفﻑﺮﻋ فﻑﺮﻋ ﻻ ﻻ ﻮﻫ ___ 
مﻡﺎﺴﻟاﺍ ﺔﻤﻠﻜﻟاﺍ (ﻢَﺳ=)  مﻡﻮﺻ مﻡﻮﺻ ﻦﻣ ﻒﻠﺘﺨﻣنﻥﺎﻀﻣرﺭ ﻲﻓ مﻡﺎﺳ (ﻢﺳ=) اﺍﺬﻫ ﺔﺌﯿﻴﺳ ﺊﯿﻴﺳ ﺔﺑوﻭﺮﺸﻣ ﺶﻣ  
 
 ﻢﻌﻧ 
 
*َﺪﻌﺑ ﻲﻓ ﻚﺤﻀﻣ اﺍﺬﻫ اﺍﺬﻫوﻭ   ﻚﺤﻀﻣ ﺲﯿﻴﻟ ﺲﯿﻴﻟ ﻮﻫ ﻲﻧدﺩرﺭﻷاﺍ ﺖﻗﻮﻟاﺍ ﺲﻔﻧ ﻲﻓ ﻲﻓ ﻦﻜﻟوﻭ ﺔﯾﻳﻮﺷ  
 لﻝﻮﻘﯾﻳ ْنﻥأﺃ ___ دﺩاﺍرﺭاﺍ اﺍذﺫﺎﻣ ﻢﻬﻔﯾﻳ ﻢﻟ ﻪّﻧﻷ ﻢﻌﻧ 
 
Ok so when you were in Amman, did any weird or funny story happen to you? Did 
anything weird happen to you? 
Ah a weird story? 
Like when you were in a taxi or on the street 
Ah I was in the street ah my friend named ________ and I, we were walking in the 
street and we talked with Jordanians about anything and last week I was- we talked to 
one Jordanian ah about the month of Ramadan and ah my friend ___________ he said to 
the Jordanian you know, you’re poison and the Jordanian he’s not- or he didn’t 
understand and [my friend] he didn’t know I didn’t know the word “saam” (“sam” or 
poison) is different from fasting fasting in Ramadan “Saam”(=poison) is not- is a bad 
drink 
  
Yes 
And that was funny a little while later* but at at the same time [to] the Jordanian 
it is not not funny 
Yes because he didn’t understand what [your friend] wanted to say 
 
In this exchange, the test taker’s initial response lasts approximately one minute 
and 40 seconds as he spends more time thinking and adjusting what he is saying than 
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 eh sa noitarran fo stnemeriuqer laminim eht steem tpmetta siH .srekaeps level-decnavdA
 htiw gnihtyna tuoba deklat ew … teerts eht ni gniklaw erew ew“( noitatneiro na dedivorp
 sedivorp osla eH .)”?nosiop er’uoy ,dias dneirf ym“( tneve elbatroper a dna )”snainadroJ
 daetsni dna gnitsaf ot refer ot gniyrt saw dneirf sih taht snialpxe eh sa noisulcnoc raelc a
 eht hguohtla ,noitaulave na edivorp ot stpmetta osla eH ”.knird dab“ a etacidni ot demees
 ,secnarettu sih fo stnemgarf eht morF .hceeps gnidecerp sih naht raelc ssel si noitaulave
 .ynnuf mees ton did ti emit eht ta tub ,won ynnuf si ti taht tnaem eh taht emussa nac ew
 fo txetnoc eht ni derrucco tpmetta noitarran s’rekat tset diM-etaidemretnI ehT
 ni detapicitrap htob dah renimaxe dna rekat tset eht margorp egaugnal eht gnissucsid
 :remmus suoiverp eht gnirud
 
ﺟﻤﯿﻴﻞ ﺟﺪًاﺍ ﻃﯿﻴﺐ ﻃﺒﻌًﺎ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﻧﺤﻦ ﻛﻨﺎ ﻧﺴﻜﻦ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﻛﻨَﺖ ﺗﺴﻜﻦ ﻣﻊ اﺍﻷﺳﺎﺗﺬةﺓ وﻭﻣﻊ اﺍﻟﺰﻣﻼء وﻭﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﻧﺄﻛﻞ 
وﻭﺗﺄﻛﻠﻮنﻥ ﻣﻌًﺎ وﻭﻫﺬاﺍ ﻃﯿﻴﺐ ﻫﻞ ﺣﺪثﺙ ﻣﻮﻓﻖ ﻏﺮﯾﻳﺐ أﺃوﻭ ﺷﻲء ﻛﻮﻣﯿﻴﺪيﻱ أﺃوﻭ ﺷﻲء ﻇﺮﯾﻳﻒ أﺃوﻭ ﺷﻲء ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ 
 ﻋﺠﯿﻴﺐ وﻭﻣﺎ زﺯﻟَﺖ ﺗﺘﺬﻛﺮهﻩ ﺟﯿﻴﺪًاﺍ؟ 
 
 اﺍاﺍاﺍهﻩ 
 
 ﻣﺜﻞ ﻗﺼﺔ ﺷﻲء ﺣﺪثﺙ ﻟَﻚ ﻓﻲ )اﺍﻟﺒﺮﻧﺎﻣﺞ( 
 
 ﺷﻲء ﻫﺬاﺍ ﻛﺎﻧﺖ ﻏﺮﯾﻳﺐ ﻣﺎ ﻣﻤﻜﻦ ﻣﺮةﺓ ﺛﺎﻧﯿﻴﺔ اﺍﻟﺴﺆاﺍلﻝ؟ 
 
ﻧﻌﻢ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﻫﻞ ﺣﺪﺛﺖ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻛﻨَﺖ ﻓﻲ )اﺍﻟﺒﺮﻧﺎﻣﺞ( ﻓﻲ )اﺍﻟﺒﺮﻧﺎﻣﺞ( ﻓﻲ )اﺍﻟﺒﺮﻧﺎﻣﺞ(ﻫﻞ ﺣﺪﺛﺖ ﻣﺸﻜﻠﺔ 
ﻣﻊ اﺍﻷﺳﺎﺗﺬةﺓ أﺃوﻭ ﺣﺪثﺙ ﺷﻲء ﻛﻮﻣﯿﻴﺪيﻱ أﺃوﻭ ﺷﻲء ﻏﺮﯾﻳﺐ أﺃوﻭ ﻛﺎنﻥ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ ﻃﺎﻟﺐ أﺃوﻭ ﻃﺎﻟﺒﺔ أﺃوﻭ أﺃيﻱ ﺷﻲء ﻣﺜﻞ ﻫﺬاﺍ 
 ﺗﻌﺮفﻑ ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ أﺃﺣﯿﻴﺎﻧًﺎ ﺗﺤﺪثﺙ ﻫﺬهﻩ اﺍﻷﺷﯿﻴﺎء أﺃرﺭﯾﻳﺪ أﺃْنﻥ ﺗﺤﻜﻲ ﻟﻲ ﻗﺼﺔ ﻗﺼﺔ ﺷﻲء ﺣﺪثﺙ 
 
ﻟﯿﻴﺴﻮاﺍ ﻟﯿﻴﺲ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ ﻣﺸﺎﻛﻞ ﻣﻊ أﺃﺳﺘﺎذﺫةﺓ  أﺃنﻥﺟﯿﻴﺪ ﺟﺪًاﺍ وﻭﻟﻜﻦ أﺃﻇﻦ  ﺖ*اﺍاﺍهﻩ اﺍوﻭﻛﻲ ﻣﻤﻜﻦ أﺃﻇﻦ* ﻣﻌﻈﻢ اﺍﻟﻮﻗﺖ ﻛﺎﻧ
ﻛﯿﻴَﻒ ﺰﻣﻼء اﺍاﺍاﺍهﻩ ﻟﯿﻴﺲ ﻣﻌﻈﻢ وﻭﻟﻜﻦ ﻫﻢ ﻛﺎﻧﻮاﺍ ﻟﯿﻴﺲ ﻣﻦ اﺍﻟأﺃوﻭ أﺃﺳﺘﺎذﺫيﻱ وﻭﻣﻤﻜﻦ أﺃﻇﻦ اﺍلﻝ اﺍلﻝ ﻗﻠﯿﻴًﻼ ﻣﻦ اﺍلﻝ ﻗﻠﯿﻴًﻼ 
اﺍﻟﻌﺮﺑﯿﻴﺔ اﺍﻧﺎ ﻟﯿﻴﺴُﺖ* أﺃْنﻥ اﺍاﺍاﺍهﻩ أﺃنﻥ أﺃﺗﻜﻠﻢ أﺃوﻭ أﺃوﻭ  ﺔﯾﻳﺔ اﺍﻟﺪرﺭاﺍﺳﻧﻘﻮلﻝ ﻣﺜﻞ ﺻﺪﯾﻳﻖ وﻭ وﻭﻟﻜﻦ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻛﻨُﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺑﺪاﺍ
وﻭاﺍﺣﺪ ﻣﺮةﺓ ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻛﻨُﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﻄﻌﻢ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﺪرﺭﺳﺔ اﺍاﺍاﺍهﻩ اﺍﻧﺎ   أﺃﺳﺘﻄﯿﻴُﻊ أﺃﺳﺘﻄﯿﻴُﻊ أﺃنﻥ أﺃﺗﻜﻠﻢ ﺟﯿﻴﺪًاﺍ ﺑﺎﻟﻌﺮﺑﯿﻴﺔ
اﺍاﺍاﺍهﻩ ﯾﻳﺄﻟﻜﻠﻮاﺍ ﺗﺄﻛﻠﻮاﺍ ﺗﺄﻛﻠﻮاﺍ ﻫﻢ وﻭﻬﻢ وﻭاﺍرﺭدﺩُتﺕ أﺃْنﻥ أﺃﺗﻜﻠﻢ ﻣﻌ أﺃﺟﻠﺲ أﺃﺟﻠﺴُﺖ أﺃوﻭ ﺟﻠﺴُﺖ ﺟﻠﺴُﺖ ﻓﻲ اﺍلﻝ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﻄﻌﻢ
اﺍﻧﺎ اﺍﻟﺬيﻱ اﺍاﺍاﺍهﻩ ﻫﻢ ﯾﻳﺄﻛﻠﻮنﻥ اﺍﻧﺎ ﻟﯿﻴﺴُﺖ أﺃْنﻥ أﺃْنﻥ أﺃﻋﺮﻓﻬﻢ أﺃْنﻥ أﺃﻋﺮﻓﻬﻢ أﺃيﻱ ﺷﻲء ﺑﺎﻟﻌﺮﺑﯿﻴﺔ وﻭﻫﻢ ﯾﻳﻘﻮﻟﻮنﻥ اﺍاﺍاﺍهﻩ اﺍﻧﺎ  اﺍاﺍاﺍهﻩ
أﺃﻇﻦ أﺃﻧَﺖ لﻝ أﺃﻧَﺖ ﻟﯿﻴﺲ ﺟﯿﻴﺪ ﺑﺎﻟﻌﺮﺑﯿﻴﺔ ﻻ أﺃرﺭﯾﻳﺪ وﻭﻓﻲ ﻓﻲ اﺍلﻝ اﺍﻧﺎ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺼﻒ اﺍﻟﻤﺘﻘﺪمﻡ وﻭأﺃﻧَﺖ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺼﻒ اﺍﻷوﻭلﻝ 
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 ﺎﻧاﺍ ُﺖﺴﯿﻴﻟ ﺎﻧاﺍ ّنﻥﻷ َﻚﻌﻣ ﻢﻜﻠﺗأﺃ ﻢﻫ سﺱﺎﻨﻟاﺍ ﻢﻈﻌﻣ ﻦﻜﻟوﻭ ﻲﻟ ﺔﺒﺴﻨﻟﺎﺑ ﺔﺒﯾﻳﺮﻏ ﺔﺑﺮﺠﺘﻟاﺍ ﺖﻧﺎﻛ اﺍﺬﻫ اﺍﺬﻫوﻭ مﻡﺪﻘﺘﻣ
 ْنﻥأﺃ ﺪﯾﻳﺮﺗ اﺍذﺫإﺇ ﻼﻬﺳوﻭ ًﻼﻫأﺃ نﻥﻮﻟﻮﻘﯾﻳ ﻢﻫ *ﻊﺑرﺭﻷاﺍ ﻒﺻوﻭ ﺔﺜﻟﺎﺜﻟاﺍ ﻒﺻ ﻲﻧﺎﺜﻟاﺍ ﻒﺼﻟاﺍ ﻦﻣ سﺱﺎﻨﻟاﺍ *ﻢﻠﻜﺗأﺃ
ﯾﻳ هﻩاﺍاﺍاﺍ *ﻲﻨﻌﻣ ﺔﯿﻴﺑﺮﻌﻟﺎﺑﺎّﻠ  ﻻ ﺎﻧاﺍ نﻥﻮﻟﻮﻘﯾﻳ يﻱﺬﻟاﺍ ﻦﯿﻴﺼﺨﺷ وﻭأﺃ ﺺﺨﺸﻟاﺍ *ﺖﻧﺎﻛوﻭ ﻢﻬﻨﻣ ﻦﻣ ًاﺍﺮﯿﻴﺜﻛ ُﺖﻤﻠﻋ ﺎﻧاﺍوﻭ
ﻫ ﺪﯾﻳرﺭأﺃ ﻻ ﺪﯾﻳرﺭأﺃ ﻮﻫ نﻥﺎﻛ اﺍﺬ  
 
 ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ ًﻼﻌﻓ ﺐﯾﻳﺮﻏ اﺍﺬﻫ 
 
 وﻭ ﺐﯾﻳﺮﻏ نﻥﺎﻛ اﺍﺬﻫ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ 
 
ءﺎﻔﻄﻟ اﺍﻮﻧﺎﻛ بﺏﻼﻄﻟاﺍ ﻢﻈﻌﻣ ﻦﻜﻟوﻭ 
 
 ﻢﻌﻧ 
 
 ﺐﯿﻴﻃ هﻩاﺍاﺍاﺍ مﻡﺎﻤﺗ اﺍﺬﻫوﻭ ةﺓﺪﻋﺎﺴﻤﻟاﺍ نﻥﻮﺒﺤﯾﻳ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ اﺍﻮﻧﺎﻛ بﺏﻼﻄﻟاﺍ ﻢﻈﻌﻣ مﻡﺎﻤﺗ 
 
So of course, you know, we were living-, you know, you were living with the 
teachers and with the colleagues you know we eat- you eat together and that’s good, did 
anything happen, a weird situation or something funny or something fun or you know 
weird that you still remember well? 
Uhh 
Like a story that happened to you in [the program]? 
Something weird that what- the question one more time? 
Yes, you know, did something happen to you when you were in [the program]? 
Did a problem occur with the teachers or something “comedic” or something weird or 
was there a [male] or [female] student or anything like that you know sometimes those 
things happen I want you to tell me a story something that happened 
Ah, okay, maybe, I think most of the time was* really good but I think that there 
aren’t isn’t any problems with the teachers or my teachers and maybe I think a little with 
my classmates not most- they were like how do we say? like a friend and but when I was 
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at the beginning of the Arabic studies I was* not to talk or or able to speak able to speak 
well in Arabic and one time when I was in the cafeteria in the school ah I’m sitting- I sat 
in the cafeteria and I wanted to talk to them and they are eating- you all are eating- you 
are eating- and ahh I- that- and I don’t know them I don’t know them anything in Arabic 
and they say ahh I am in the advanced class and you are in the beginner’s class and I 
think you* to- you are not* good in Arabic I don’t want to talk to you because I am not I* 
advanced and that was a strange experience for me but most of the people most of the 
people from the intermediate class the advanced class and higher they say you’re 
welcome if you want me to speak Arabic with me* ah let’s go! and I learned a lot from 
from them and it was* the person or two people that* are saying I don’t want- I don’t 
want- that was it 
That’s really weird you know 
You know that was weird and- 
But most of the students were nice 
Yes 
Good, well, most of the students liked helping and that’s good ahh, well 
 
This test taker strives to include a reportable event, i.e. that a few students did not 
want to talk to him because they felt his ability was beneath theirs; he also agrees with 
the examiner’s evaluation that this was strange. In addition, this test taker provides more 
language than other test takers responding to similar requests at the Intermediate-Mid 
sub-level, which can be considered a positive indicator of his willingness to 
communicate. However, his speech is hampered by difficulties with conjugation and 
word forms, and also by some interjections of “that” and “I” which do not make sense in 
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the context of his speech. It appears that his narration attempt requires examiner 
intervention to bring it to a close. 
 
Minimal Narration and Failed Narration at the Intermediate-Mid Level 
In this section, I will treat one minimal narration and one failed narration sample 
from the Intermediate rating level. An Intermediate-Mid speaker produced a skeleton 
narration that was elicited by E1 approximately 20 minutes into the test. The transcript of 
this sub-sample follows, with spaces indicating redacted personal names and three 
question marks for unintelligible words. Words in bold in the English translation were 
spoken in English in the test: 
 
؟ﻲﺿﺎﻤﻟاﺍ ﻒﯿﻴﺼﻟاﺍ ﻲﻓ َﺖﻠﻌﻓ اﺍذﺫﺎﻣ 
 
ﻲﻓ ﻒﯿﻴﺼﻟاﺍ ﻲﺿﺎﻤﻟاﺍ ُتﺕرﺭزﺯ ُﺖﺳرﺭدﺩوﻭ ﻲﻓ ﺮﺼﻣ  
 
؟ةﺓرﺭﺎﯾﻳﺰﻟاﺍوﻭ ﺔﺳاﺍرﺭﺪﻟاﺍ ﺖﻧﺎﻛ ﻒﯿﻴﻛ ﻲﻨﺛﺪﺣ ﺐﯿﻴﻃ 
 
؟ًاﺍﻮﻔﻋ  
 
؟ﺖﻧﺎﻛ ﻒﯿﻴﻛ ؟ةﺓرﺭﺎﯾﻳﺰﻟاﺍ ﺖﻧﺎﻛ ﻒﯿﻴﻛوﻭ ﺔﺳاﺍرﺭﺪﻟاﺍ ﺖﻧﺎﻛ ﻒﯿﻴﻛ 
 
ﻢﻌﻧ ﻒﯿﻴﻛ ﻒﯿﻴﻛ ﺖﻧﺎﻛ ﺪﯿﻴﺟ ﺮﺼﻣ ﻞﯿﻴﻤﺟ ًاﺍﺪﺟ ُﺖﻨﻜﺳوﻭ ﻲﻓ ةﺓﺮﻫﺎﻗ *  
 
  ؟ﺮﺼﻣ ﻲﻓ َﻚﻟ لﻝوﻭﻷاﺍ مﻡﻮﯿﻴﻟاﺍ نﻥﺎﻛ ﻒﯿﻴﻛ فﻑﺮﻋأﺃ نﻥأﺃ ﺪﯾﻳرﺭأﺃ ________ ﻲﻨﺛﺪﺣ ﺐﯿﻴﻃ 
 
ﺎﻣ ءﺎﺷ ﷲاﺍ  
 
 ﻚﻟذﺫ ﺪﻌﺑوﻭ ةﺓﺮﺋﺎﻄﻟاﺍوﻭ ﻮﻏﺎﻜﯿﻴﺷ ﻦﻣ وﻭأﺃ ﻲﻛ فﻑأﺃ ﻲﺟ ﻦﻣ ﺎﻜﯿﻴﻣرﺭأﺃ ﻦﻣ ﺖﺒﻫذﺫ ﺖﻧأﺃ ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ يﻱﺎﻛوﻭأﺃ ﷲاﺍ ءﺎﺷ ﺎﻣ
ﺔﺼﻘﻟاﺍ فﻑﺮﻋأﺃ نﻥأﺃ ﺪﯾﻳرﺭأﺃ 
 
؟؟؟ ﺎﻨﺟﺮﺧ ﻦﻣ رﺭﺎﻄﻣ رﺭﺎﻄﻣ  
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 وﻭﺻﻠُﺖ* ﻗﺎﻫﺮةﺓ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ ﻟﻞ ﻃﺎﺋﺮةﺓ رﺭﻛﺒﻨﺎ ذﺫﻟﻚ ﺑﻌﺪ وﻭﻟﻜﻦ * أﺃﻟﻤﺎﻧﻲ* ﺑﻼدﺩ ﻓﻲ وﻭَوﻭِﻗﻔﻨﺎ ﻧﯿﻴﻮﯾﻳﻮرﺭكﻙ ﻣﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ ﻓﻲ
 اﺍﻷﺳﺘﺎذﺫ وﻭﻧﺰﻟﻨﺎ دﺩرﺭﺳﻨﺎ ﺣﯿﻴﺚ ﻠﻤﺮﻛﺰﻟ ﺳﯿﻴﺎرﺭةﺓ رﺭﻛﺒﻨﺎ ﻟﻞ ﺳﯿﻴﺎرﺭةﺓ وﻭرﺭﻛﺒﻨﺎ اﺍﻟﻈﻬﺮ ﺑﻌﺪ *ﻓﻲ ﻗﺎﻫﺮةﺓ ﻓﻲ وﻭﺻﻠﻨﺎ
  إﺇﻟﻰ ذﺫﻫﺒﻨﺎ ذﺫﻟﻚ وﻭﺑﻌﺪ* ﻫﻮ ﻣﻊ وﻭﺗﻜﻠﻤﻨﺎ
 
 اﺍﻷﺳﺘﺎذﺫ ﻛﺎنﻥ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﺮﻛﺰ أﺃوﻭ ﻛﺎنﻥ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻷوﻭﺗﻮﺑﯿﻴﺲ؟
 
  ﻋﻔﻮًاﺍ؟
 
 اﺍﻷﺳﺘﺎذﺫ ﻛﺎنﻥ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﻤﺮﻛﺰ أﺃوﻭ ﻛﺎنﻥ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺴﯿﻴﺎرﺭةﺓ؟
 
  hO
 
  ﻧﻌﻢ اﺍﻟﻤﺮﻛﺰ ﻓﻲ ﻛﺎنﻥ
 
 وﻭﺑﻌﺪ ذﺫﻟﻚ؟
 
  * ﻟﻠﻌﺸﺎء ﻣﻄﻌﻢ إﺇﻟﻰ اﺍﻷﺳﺘﺎذﺫ ﻣﻊ ذﺫﻫﺒﻨﺎ ﺷﻘﺘﻨﺎ ﺑﻌﺪ وﻭﻧﻌﻢ ﺷﻘﺘﻨﺎ إﺇﻟﻰ ذﺫﻫﺒﻨﺎ ذﺫﻟﻚ ﺑﻌﺪ
 
 وﻭﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﯿﻴﻮمﻡ اﺍﻟﺘﺎﻟﻲ؟
 
  اﺍﻟﺜﺎﻟﺚ؟ ﯾﻳﻮمﻡ ﻓﻲ
 
 اﺍﻟﯿﻴﻮمﻡ اﺍﻟﺘﺎﻟﻲ
 
  hO hO
 
  اﺍﻟﺘﺎﻟﻲ اﺍﻟﯿﻴﻮمﻡ ﻓﻲ
 
  yakO
 
 ﻟﺴﺎﻋﺘﯿﻴﻦ ﻓﺼﺤﻰ وﻭدﺩرﺭﺳﻨﺎ ﻟﺼﻒ اﺍﻟﻤﺮﻛﺰ إﺇﻟﻰ وﻭﻣﺸﯿﻴﻨﺎ وﻭاﺍﺳﺘﺤﻤﻤﻨﺎ وﻭﻧﺼﻒ اﺍﻟﺴﺎﺑﻌﺔ اﺍﻟﺴﺎﻋﺔ ﻓﻲ اﺍﺳﺘﯿﻴﻘﻈﻨﺎ
  * وﻭاﺍﺣﺪ ﻟﺴﺎﻋﺔ ﻋﺎﻣﯿﻴﺔ دﺩرﺭﺳﻨﺎ ذﺫﻟﻚ وﻭﺑﻌﺪ دﺩﻗﯿﻴﻘﺔ ﻋﺸﺮ ﺧﻤﺴﺔ ﻟﻤﻤﻜﻦ *ﻋﻄﻠﺔ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ ﻛﺎنﻥ وﻭﻫﻨﺎ
 ?remmus tsal od uoy did tahW
 130 
Last summer I visited and studied in Egypt 
So tell me how was studying [there] and the trip? 
Pardon? 
How was the studying and how was the trip? How was it? 
Yes how how was it? oh good Egypt is very beautiful and I lived in Cairo  
Ok, tell me ____________ how was your first day in Cairo? 
My goodness! 
My goodness, okay, you know, you went from America from JFK or Chicago and 
the plane and then after that I want to know the story 
??? we left from the airport the JFK airport in New York city we stopped in the 
German countries*after that we rode the plane to Cairo I arrived- we arrived in Cairo in 
the afternoon we rode in a car we rode in a car to the center where we studied and the 
teacher dropped us off and we talked to he* and after that we went to  
The teacher- was he at the center or was in the bus? 
 Pardon? 
The teacher was in the center or was he in the bus? 
Oh he was in the center yes 
And after that? 
After that we went to our apartment and yes after our apartment we went with the 
teacher to a restaurant for dinner* 
And the following day? 
On the third day? 
The following day 
Oh oh on the following day okay 
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We woke up at 7:30 and we showered and walked to the center for class and we 
studied formal Arabic for two hours and there was a vacation* for maybe 15 minutes and 
after that we studied dialect for one hour  
  
The examiner begins by asking what the test taker did last summer and then 
makes a more specific request for a story of the first day of the test taker’s study abroad 
experience. The test taker begins a minimal narration by listing the events of his trip 
abroad, in which he produces clauses that are temporally related. He provides an 
orientation of place (“we left JFK airport”) and actors (“we” and “the teacher”). 
However, the narration lacks evaluation and most importantly, reportable events, making 
this an attempt that can only be classified as minimal narration. 
The incomplete nature of this narration is not only reflected in the content, but 
also in the examiner prompts about the other actor (“Was the teacher in the center or in 
the bus?”) and requesting more information (“after that?” and “and the next day?”). The 
examiner’s prompting is emblematic of the lacking nature of this attempted narration, and 
would not be necessary if the test taker had included reportable events, an evaluation of 
his experience or the experience of the other members of his group, or a coda to signal 
the narration’s end. In terms of lexical errors, this test taker pronounces “dinner” in a 
clipped manner that makes it harder to interpret, and uses some forms of words that are 
incorrect (“countries” and “with he”). He also uses “vacation” when “break” would be 
more appropriate. However, these errors do not interfere with understanding the basic 
information he is communicating. 
In contrast to the preceding minimal narration, an Intermediate-Mid test taker’s 
attempt, approximately nine minutes into the interview, can be considered unsuccessful. 
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 gnitacidni dlob htiw ,sesnopser rekat tset eht dna stpmorp renimaxe eht era gniwollof ehT
  :hsilgnE ni derettu erew taht sdrow
 
  ﻋﻨﺪﻣﺎ ﻛﻨﺖ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻮﻧﺲ ﻫﻞ ﻛﺎنﻥ ﻋﻨﺪكﻙ ﺣﺎدﺩﺛﺔ أﺃوﻭ ﻗﺼﺔ أﺃوﻭ ﺷﻲء ﯾﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﻏﺮﯾﻳﺐ ﺣﺪثﺙ ﻣﻌﻚ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻮﻧﺲ؟
 
 اﺍلﻝ وﻭﻋﺼﯿﻴﺮ ﻗﻬﻮةﺓ ﺷﺎيﻱ وﻭﺷﺮﺑُﺖوﻭ اﺍﻟﺴﻤﻚوﻭ* ﻓﯿﻴﻪ* ﺑﯿﻴﻀﺔ اﺍﻧﺎ ﻫﻮ اﺍﻟﺒﺮﯾﻳﻚوﻭ ﻛﺴﻜﺴﻲ اﺍﻛﻠُﺖ آﺁﻛﻞ أﺃنﻥ اﺍﺣﺒُﺖ
  اﺍﻷﻣﺮﯾﻳﻜﺎ اﺍلﻝ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺸﺮاﺍبﺏ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻌﻈﻢ ﻣﻌﻈﻢ وﻭﻛﻮﻛﺎ اﺍﻟﺒﺮﺗﻘﺎلﻝ
 
 وﻭﻫﻞ ﺳﻜﻨَﺖ ﻣﻊ ﻃﻼبﺏ ﻓﻲ ﺗﻮﻧﺲ؟
  آﺁﺳﻒ اﺍﻟﻜﻠﻤﺔ *ﻫﺬاﺍ أﺃﻋﺮفﻑ ﻻ ﺳﻜﻨَﺖ ﻓﻀﻠﻚ ﻣﻦ دﺩﻗﯿﻴﻘﺔ *وﻭاﺍﺣﺪ ﺳﻜﻨَﺖ
 
 
 ﻃﯿﻴﺐ ﻓﻲ ﺷﻬﺮ ﻧﻮﻣﺒﺮ ﻛﺎنﻥ ﻫﻨﺎكﻙ ﻋﯿﻴﺪ اﺍﻟﺸﻜﺮ. ﻣﺎذﺫاﺍ ﻓﻌﻠَﺖ ﻓﻲ ﻋﻄﻠﺔ ﻋﯿﻴﺪ اﺍﻟﺸﻜﺮ ﻓﻲ ﺷﻬﺮ ﻧﻮﻓﻤﺒﺮ؟
 
  اﺍلﻝ اﺍﻟﺒﻠﺪ ﻓﻲ ﻛﻨُﺖ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻧﺎ ﻧﻮﻓﻤﺒﺮ ﻫﺬاﺍ ﻓﻲ اﺍلﻝ ﻓﻲ اﺍﻟﺸﻬﺮ ﻓﻲ
 
  occoroM
 
  ﻣﻦ وﻭﺻﻠُﺖ اﺍﻧﺎ* وﻭاﺍﻧﺎ اﺍﻟﻔﺼﻞ ﻫﺬاﺍ ﻫﺬاﺍ ﻛﻞ اﺍﻟﻤﻐﺮبﺏ ﻓﻲ دﺩرﺭﺳُﺖ اﺍﻧﺎ اﺍﻟﻤﻐﺮبﺏ
 
  occoroM
 
  أﺃﻣﺲ أﺃﻣﺮﯾﻳﻜﺎ ﻓﻲ ﻓﻲ
 
  haey
 
   ﻣﻌﻚ أﺃﺗﻜﻠﻢ أﺃﻧﺎ ﻟﺬﻟﻚ
 
 oS
 
 ﻫﻮ_______  ﻣﺪﯾﻳﻨﺔ ﻓﻲ __________ ﻣﻄﻌﻢ إﺇﻟﻰ ذﺫﻫﺒﻨﺎ وﻭأﺃﺻﻘﺪاﺍﺋﻲ أﺃﻧﺎ اﺍﻟﺸﻜﺮ ﻋﯿﻴﺪ ﻓﻲ
   ﻓﯿﻴﻪ* أﺃﻣﯿﻴﺮﯾﻳﻜﺎنﻥ وﻭاﺍﻟﻄﻌﺎمﻡ دﺩﺟﺎجﺝ وﻭأﺃﻛﻠﻨﺎ أﺃﻣﺮﯾﻳﻜﻲ ﻣﻄﻌﻢ
 ,wonk uoy ,gnihtemos ro yrots a ro tneve na evah uoy did ,aisinuT ni erew uoy nehW
 ?aisinuT ni uoy ot deneppah taht egnarts
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I liked to eat I ate couscous and briik this is that* an egg* in it and fish and I 
drank coffee and tea and orange juice and Coke most of the drinks in America 
And did you live with students in Tunisia? 
“You lived”? One* minute please “you lived” I don’t know this word sorry 
Okay, in November, there was the Thanksgiving holiday. What did you do in the 
Thanksgiving break in the month of November? 
In the month in the this month of the November I am in I was in I arrived from 
Morocco Morocco I studied in Morocco all of this semester I arrived from Morocco in in 
America yesterday yeah so as a result I’m talking with you so on Thanksgiving my 
friends and I went to __________ restaurant in the city of ___________ it’s an American 
restaurant and we ate um chicken and American food there 
 
This test taker’s first response does not constitute narration according to Labov’s 
definition. The clauses are not temporally related so reversing the order of the actions 
would not affect understanding. The test taker reports what he ate and drank while abroad 
and expresses this in the past tense, but none of the information is unusual. The examiner 
attempts to expand the answer with a question about who the test taker lived with, but the 
test taker does not understand the word “lived” and the examiner subsequently abandons 
the question. 
In the second attempt, the examiner asks the test taker what he did for 
Thanksgiving break. The test taker’s second response forms a minimal narrative as the 
clauses are temporally linked, but again the test taker does not include reportable events. 
There are several lexical gaps or mispronunciations that interfere with communication in 
this exchange, especially the test taker’s pronunciation of what sounds like “egg,” his 
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failure to recognize the word “lived,” and the switching he does between using the Arabic 
word for Morocco and the English word. 
  
Superior Narrations 
In contrast to the Intermediate sub-samples, both of the Superior rating level 
narration sub-samples were longer and more detailed. Both test takers spoke for 
approximately four minutes after the examiner finished his or her question. In that time, 
both test takers produced orientations, reportable events, and evaluated and concluded 
their narrations without enlisting examiner help. Their narrations also involved less first 
person language than many of the other narration responses at other rating levels. 
Although I will not reproduce all the details here, a short summary of the stories 
should illustrate the more detailed nature of narrations at this level. The first story was 
from a young adult novel the test taker read. The main character in the book was a 
student who was attacked and raped by an older student at a party. The test taker says the 
character starts high school with this secret that she doesn’t tell anyone until the end of 
the year. The test taker also states that she enjoyed the book because it showed problems 
her own students faced and also included how the girl used art to express her feelings. In 
addition to giving these details, this test taker also produced a pair of synonyms for the 
word “feelings” which is commonly considered a marker of good style in Arabic. 
The second test taker told a story from his time in Morocco. A friend invited him 
to observe a religious ritual in a cave outside of a town she was studying. He described 
the story that drew the original Jewish inhabitants to the cave – concerning a rabbi who 
married a female devil – and how Muslims had continued the ritual of burning candles in 
this cave even after the Jewish community had left the area. The examiner asked him for 
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a description of the cave and he said that when he climbed to it and looked inside it was 
filled with people, cats, and “feelings of magic.” 
Although this data is limited and should be treated with some caution, it appears 
that stories such as these two Superior narrations required more specific vocabulary than 
test takers at Advanced or Intermediate rating levels produced or were able to retrieve 
and use appropriately in their narrations. Undoubtedly, a constellation of factors 
contributes to a test taker’s ability to perform tasks like narration and description. 
However, it is also apparent that lexical richness must undergird these efforts to a large 
degree. This appears to be a promising area and one worthy of further exploration with 
larger numbers of samples. 
Having presented my observations of the description and narration sub-samples, I 
will summarize and discuss the findings as well as the limitations of this research in 
chapter 5. I will also suggest in chapter 5 some directions for future research. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS 
In the previous chapter, I presented my findings from the full-length and sub-
sample data. I addressed my first and second research questions by providing data on the 
words and words per minute for full-length tests from Advanced-Mid, Intermediate-Mid, 
and Superior rating levels; the TTRs for full-length tests at these levels; and the total 
tokens and TTRs for the description sub-samples that were longer than 100 tokens. I also 
generated combined word lists from the description sub-samples in an effort to isolate the 
shared vocabulary test takers used to respond to requests for description. I addressed my 
third research question by examining the frequency rankings for the shared vocabulary 
used in the description sub-samples and the full-length transcripts. For my fourth and 
final research question, I provided qualitative observations concerning the description 
and narration sub-samples. 
In this chapter, I will summarize and discuss my findings and the study’s 
limitations and provide reflections on directions for future research. 
 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
The findings for WPM and TTR of the full-length tests show that these measures 
can distinguish test takers at the Advanced-Mid rating level from the Intermediate-Mid 
level as represented in this data. This supports the assumption that Arabic is similar to 
other L2s and that, as is commonly understood, learners must be able to produce more 
words in order to surpass the Intermediate-Mid rating level. The TTR differences also 
indicate that the Advanced-Mid test takers produced more varied vocabulary than the 
Intermediate-Mid test takers. In other words, Advanced-Mid test takers were not simply 
producing more of the same words per minute but were instead drawing from a more 
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varied pool of words to respond to examiner questions. This suggests that curriculum 
designed for L2 learners of Arabic should specifically address the need to learn more 
varied words if students are to surpass the Intermediate-Mid rating level, rather than just 
aiming for faster flow of the same vocabulary. The TTR measurements also support the 
position that Arabic is similar to other languages, and that lexical resources—both their 
quantity and diversity—set undeniable boundaries on the quality of L2 Arabic speech. 
However, the relationship between the Advanced-Mid rating level and the 
Superior rating level is less clear. The findings indicate that the Superior rating level test 
takers did not produce more words or a more varied group of words than the Advanced-
Mid rating level test takers in the context of the OPI and the current data. This runs 
counter to common notions of improvement, which tend to include an underlying 
assumption of expanded and/or more varied lexical resources. I suggest here three 
possible explanations: 
• First, it is possible that the words produced per minute and the variety of 
that vocabulary are simply not factors that distinguish the Advanced-Mid 
rating level from the Superior rating level. If this is the case, then further 
qualitative exploration comparing these two groups’ speech may be 
needed to consider other possible differentiating factors. 
• A second possibility is that Superior rating level test takers may possess 
larger and/or more varied lexical resources, but that the ACTFL OPI is not 
tapping that knowledge in a productive manner. This leaves open the 
possibility that either the test is tapping some of that knowledge in a 
receptive manner or that the test is not requiring this knowledge at all. If 
the latter is the case, then this will again lead back to the conclusion that 
vocabulary resources are not a deciding factor in the production of test 
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takers at this level. However, if the test is requiring the use of test takers’ 
receptive vocabulary knowledge in some way, then further exploration of 
Arabic OPI examiner behavior and language is warranted. 
• A third possibility is simply that the TTR is not a useful measure to use 
when comparing the lexical richness of these two groups or that the 
number of L2 test takers was insufficient to make subtle differences 
apparent. If this is the case, then a different measure may be needed or a 
larger pool of data may be necessary to reveal a finer distinction between 
the lexical richness of the Advanced-Mid and Superior test takers’ speech. 
The findings for shared vocabulary among Advanced-Mid, Superior, and 
Intermediate-Mid test takers showed that test takers use fairly similar shared words across 
all three groups, thus ruling out the assumption that shared vocabulary resources 
differentiate the Advanced-Mid test takers from those in the other two groups. 
Additionally, Superior rating level test takers used more words in common than 
Advanced-Mid and Intermediate-Mid test takers, which appears to run counter to my 
original assumption that Superior speakers’ vocabularies would be more varied and 
therefore the shared word list would be smaller than those from the Advanced-Mid and 
Intermediate-Mid rating levels. Similarly, the findings regarding the frequency rankings 
for these words suggest that these L2 speakers are not producing less frequently used 
vocabulary in common, but are instead typically producing this shared vocabulary from 
among the 500 most commonly used words. This seems to imply that frequency rankings 
– as applied to L2 Arabic speakers’ shared vocabulary – do not distinguish between L2 
speakers’ differing ability levels as measured in this test. This appears to conform to 
Bardel and Linqvist’s findings with L2 speakers of French and Italian (Bardel & 
Lindqvist, 2011). 
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LIMITATIONS 
The number of full-length tests that were transcribed and the number of 
description and narration attempts that were found in the data were necessarily limited. A 
larger number of test recordings might reveal differences between the Advanced-Mid 
rating level and the Superior rating level’s lexical use that were not found in the present 
data; similarly, gathering data from L2 speakers responding to tests that have more rigid 
administration guidelines than the ACTFL OPI (as Margaret Malone did with the SOPI) 
might produce clearer distinctions. In addition to this, the data set represented a 
convenience sample and it is unclear what percentage this sample represented of the total 
number of Arabic tests administered in the same year. As a consequence, my ability to 
generalize from these findings is more limited than if I had been working with a truly 
random sample. 
Another set of limitations was introduced by the nature of the test itself: the fact 
that examiners are not required to follow a set format means that test takers are asked 
questions in different ways and at different points in their tests. The lack of uniformity in 
examiner question delivery coupled with natural differences in examiner style could have 
affected the speech samples that were ultimately used in this study. There are also clearly 
differing expectations on the part of test takers. A small number of recordings included 
test takers asking questions about whether or not they could use formal Arabic or dialect; 
the responses these test takers received varied from examiner to examiner. There were 
also some recordings made over Skype or long-distance phone lines that may have 
affected the sound quality for both test takers and examiners; this introduced another 
potential source of variation unrelated to test takers’ speaking abilities. 
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There are also some limitations to my qualitative observations about test taker 
speech due to the subjective nature of judging test takers’ speech and their interactions 
with examiners. Some examiner intervention was fairly transparent, and I am confident 
that in some cases it reflected difficulty comprehending a word or words in the test 
taker’s speech. However, other examiner interventions were more ambiguous, and it must 
be acknowledged that a lack of intervention does not necessarily imply that the examiner 
was able to understand the test taker’s speech. In addition, the examiners’ and my English 
ability may have introduced bias. Recent research has found support for the hypothesis 
that rater familiarity with test taker’s L1—either as a first or second language—may bias 
their assessments of the test takers’ L2 speaking ability (Carey, Mannell, & Dunn, 2011; 
Winke, Gass, & Myford, 2011; Xi & Mollaun, 2011). Although this is a minor concern 
given the exploratory nature of this research, it still may warrant further attention in 
future studies. 
 
 UNDERSTANDING ADVANCED 
 
 My working hypotheses for this research were: 1) that the Advanced rating level’s 
word production would be higher than the Intermediate rating level’s and lower than the 
Superior rating level’s, 2) that lexical richness would distinguish higher rating levels, and 
3) that task type may affect the vocabulary L2 Arabic speakers produced in this speaking 
test. The first hypothesis was only partially supported: Advanced rating level test takers’ 
word production distinguished them from Intermediate-Mid rating level speakers but not 
from the Superior rating level test takers. The second hypothesis was also only partially 
supported: the TTR lexical richness measure distinguished the Advanced rating level 
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from the Intermediate rating level test takers but did not distinguish the Advanced rating 
level from the Superior rating level test takers. The third assumption was explored in the 
sub-samples of description and narration. Although anecdotally the quality of the 
vocabulary appeared to vary among the rating levels, these apparent differences were not 
reflected in the measures chosen, and I did not find increased word production or TTRs in 
the Advanced or Superior rating levels. 
The significant differences in WPM and TTR between the Advanced-Mid and 
Intermediate-Mid rating levels lend empirical support to Al-Batal’s position that 
vocabulary may be regarded as a defining obstacle, obstructing L2 Arabic learners’ paths 
to the Advanced rating levels. While this may appear disheartening at first, it is in fact an 
encouraging finding. This means that—at least in this respect—Arabic is like other 
foreign languages, and this commonality could be beneficial to Arabic language 
researchers, instructors and learners. For researchers, it implies that vocabulary in Arabic 
could be a way in which L2 learners can aspire to levels similar to those of L1 speakers. 
At the very least, this indicates that vocabulary is likely to be as useful a vein of research-
based findings in Arabic as it has been in other languages. For Arabic language 
instructors and curriculum designers, it encourages a continued focus on vocabulary 
expansion—particularly one that regularly requires productive control from learners. For 
students of the language, it makes clear that an investment in an expansive and diverse 
vocabulary pool is a necessary step that all L2 Arabic learners should strive to take. It is 
one that will pay off if they push themselves to use their vocabulary knowledge in a 
productive manner. 
Turning to the qualitative observations, they represent an important contribution 
to documenting what Arabic L2 learners of varying abilities can accomplish when asked 
to describe a city or tell a story. Previously, samples of this kind were heard only by 
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examiners in the course of administering these language tests or, more recently, through 
annotations and exemplars of the rating levels available as a result of the National Arabic 
Consensus project, begun in 2009. The NSEP Program funded this project as part of its 
efforts to make the Language Flagship programs’ innovations available to all interested 
Arabic testers and learners, and these are available online31.  
However, the qualitative observations raise more questions than they answer. One 
of the largest questions is: How parsimonious can a narration or description be and still 
be considered to have sufficiently met the requirements of the task? It appears to be 
easier to define the necessary elements of narration, among them the primary need for a 
“reportable” event. If a reportable event is at the core of the requirements for narration, 
then perhaps the other elements of an orientation and evaluation can be considered of 
minimal importance. However, it is difficult to state with precision what “minimal” will 
mean in a testing context, particularly in regard to description. In addition, I hypothesized 
that the descriptions of Advanced rating level test takers would distinguish the city being 
described from other cities in the world. This was often not the case. It appears that this 
distinguishing description was more often accomplished at the Superior rating level and 
only sporadically found at the Advanced rating levels.  
 
DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
I will suggest here three potential future directions for this research. The first 
would further explore the current data and the use of Buckwalter and Parkinson’s 
frequency rankings. The second would focus on teacher judgments of vocabulary 
                                                
31 The ACTFL Arabic language annotations and examples can be found at: 
http://actflproficiencyguidelines2012.org/arabic/index.php. 
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frequency rankings that could be applied to current or future data. The third would 
involve more qualitative exploration of the current data. 
In this study, I compared the shared vocabulary pools of different rating levels. It 
was clear from this data that Advanced-Mid test takers did not collectively produce a 
pool of vocabulary that distinguished them from Superior and Intermediate-Mid rating 
level test takers. However, this does not indicate anything concerning the frequency 
rankings for words that test takers used as part of their individual vocabulary pools. A 
useful future direction of research would be to compare the frequency rankings of 
individual test takers’ vocabulary to one another to see if frequency rankings of 
Advanced-Mid test takers’ individual vocabulary use cluster in a different frequency 
range than the vocabulary of Intermediate-Mid or Superior test takers. If this were the 
case, then it would challenge the hypothesis that frequency rankings could not distinguish 
between these groups of Arabic L2 speakers. If no pattern were detected, then it would 
lend support to the position that Buckwalter and Parkinson’s frequency rankings may not 
be a useful measure for examining the speech of these groups of L2 speakers. This could 
indicate a similarity in the individual vocabulary pools or it could suggest that 
Buckwalter and Parkinson’s frequency rankings are not an appropriate measure for 
vocabulary produced in Arabic L2 speech. The fact that words like “Arabic” and “I 
study” were ranked beyond the 1,000 most commonly used words make it appear that at 
least some words may need to be re-evaluated by those with regular contact with Arabic 
L2 learners. 
Teacher judgments (TJs) could be used as an alternative method to Buckwalter 
and Parkinson’s rankings or in combination with them. Camilla Bardel and her 
colleagues developed and evaluated the usefulness of a lexical profiler for Swedish L1 
speakers of French and Italian by incorporating TJs (Bardel, Gudmundson, & Lindqvist, 
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2012). They hypothesized that including TJs in lexical profiles would improve their 
ability to gauge learners’ lexical ability if teachers could reliably identify which words 
should be considered thematic vocabulary or cognates for L2 learners (Bardel, 
Gudmundson, Lindqvist, 2012, p 270). After incorporating TJs into a second version of 
their lexical profiler, the new profiler provided clearer distinctions between learners and 
native-speakers than one based on frequency data alone. A similar method could be 
employed with teachers of Arabic. Assuming that internally consistent TJs could be 
gathered from Arabic teachers, these frequency judgments could be used to generate 
rankings for vocabulary. The rankings could then be used to profile L2 speakers in an 
effort to see if the TJs correlated with speaking test ratings. 
A third direction for further research would involve expanding the qualitative 
observations provided in the present study. My focus was on offering observations about 
the Advanced rating levels’ collective abilities and, as a result, less time was spent 
examining failed narrations in particular. This could be an enlightening research line to 
consider. Richard Robin has analyzed narration found in 54 OPIs conducted with L2 
speakers of Russian and reported that failed narration among these test takers occurred 
more frequently at the Intermediate-High and Advanced-Low levels, which he interpreted 
as an indication that these learners were less savvy in their avoidance strategies than 
learners at other levels (Robin, 2011). This is worth exploring in Arabic language-learner 
data. First, Robin’s findings appear to support Liskin-Gasparro’s dissertation data 
findings with L2 speakers of Spanish, i.e. that Advanced learners were able to provide 
more detailed narratives than Intermediate learners. If similar differences are found in L2 
Arabic speakers’ data, then the ability to narrate effectively—by producing language that 
simultaneously advances a story while also avoiding individual learner’s linguistic 
pitfalls—could differentiate between Advanced and Intermediate rating levels. 
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This third avenue might also be a productive one to pursue given the fact that the 
quantitative differences in this study did not serve to differentiate between the Advanced 
and the Superior rating levels in particular. As I noted in the limitations, the TTR 
measure may not have been sufficiently sensitive to capture variation between these two 
rating groups, there may have been too limited a number of samples in the Superior rating 
group, or the data set may have included too much variation in examiner behavior to 
provide an accurate picture. However, the lack of a significant difference between the 
Advanced and Superior rating level groups’ words per minute coupled with the apparent 
qualitative difference between both groups’ speech samples is intriguing. To my mind, 
this suggests that rather than Superior rating level speakers simply increasing the number 
of words they produce, they might instead be demonstrating a kind of linguistic 
consolidation occurring at this stage. It is possible that Superior rating level test takers are 
able to make more effective use of their lexical resources in order to accomplish the test 
tasks using fewer words. If this is the case, then the Advanced rating level may be the 
point at which the word production growth levels off; perhaps Superior rating level L2 
speakers are approaching a threshold at which they may be both more parsimonious and 
more communicative32. 
Finally, since the ACTFL Advanced rating level is the functional level that most 
learners aspire to and the one they are most likely to reach in traditional instructional 
settings, I hope this work will be seen as a contribution to an area that is rich in its 
                                                
32 As I mentioned in the literature review, Malone’s findings with SOPI data and Read and 
Nation’s findings using IELTS data both suggest that as L2 speakers improve their ability to produce more 
words and more varied words in their speech tends to increase. The data from the present study supports 
that finding, at least when examining the difference between the Intermediate and Advanced rating level 
test takers. While more research is of course warranted, this lends some credence to the validity claims of 
ACTFL OPI users because it demonstrates the test’s ability to discriminate between Advanced and 
Intermediate rating levels in a LCTL. 
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potential for further research and practice-oriented explorations. To that end, I will 
suggest one more area worthy of attention on a discipline-wide level: an empirically 
grounded consideration of how the ACTFL OPI is administered and what types of L2 
speaking performance are elicited in LCTLs like Arabic. It seems likely that the OPI will 
remain a widely used assessment tool in the U.S., particularly among LCTLs, as changes 
have often been slower to reach them for various reasons. The intersection of candidate 
and examiner behavior seems to me to be a clear starting point in investigating the ways 
in which speaking tests like the OPI might be modified to capture a clearer and more 
accurate understanding of L2 speaker ability.  
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Appendix A: Advanced Rating Level Shared Vocabulary across half or 
more of 12 City Descriptions 
Table A-1: Advanced shared vocabulary produced in half or more of 12 city description 
sub-samples 
English  Arabic Number of sub-samples 
Buckwalter & Parkinson’s 
frequency number [or closest 
equivalent] 
And وﻭ 12 2 
The city ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻤﻟاﺍ 11 144 
In/at ﻲﻓ 11 3 
City ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ 11 144 
From ﻦﻣ 11 4 
There كﻙﺎﻨﻫ 10 77 
So, thus فﻑ 9 21 
It/that ﺎﻣ 9 28 
Like, similar to ﻞﺜﻣ 9 86 
Like, you know ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ 9 751 
To ﻰﻟإﺇ 8 9 
With ﻊﻣ 8 17 
This (masc.) اﺍﺬﻫ 8 16 
But ﻦﻜﻟوﻭ 8 91 
To/that نﻥأﺃ 7 13 
Or وﻭأﺃ 7 23 
Beautiful (fem.) ﺔﻠﯿﻴﻤﺟ 7 304 
A lot (masc.) ﺮﯿﻴﺜﻛ 7 55 
All ﻞﻛ 7 19 
Not ﺲﯿﻴﻟ 7 59 
Yes ﻢﻌﻧ 7 22 
She/it ﻲﻫ 7 33 
The people سﺱﺎﻨﻟاﺍ 6 [204 - نﻥﺎﺴﻧاﺍ ] 
according to ﺔﺒﺴﻨﻟﺎﺑ 6 [155 - ﺔﺒﺴﻧ] 
That (masc.) ﻚﻟذﺫ 6 36 
Thing ءﻲﺷ 6 39 
Much (fem.) ةﺓﺮﯿﻴﺜﻛ 6 55 
This (fem.) هﻩﺬﻫ 6 22 
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Appendix B: Intermediate Rating Level Shared Words across 19 City 
Descriptions 
Table B-1: Intermediate shared vocabulary produced in half or more of 19 city 
description sub-samples 
English  Arabic Number of sub-samples Buckwalter & Parkinson’s frequency number [or closest equivalent] 
And وﻭ 19 2 
In/at ﻲﻓ 17 3 
From ﻦﻣ 16 4 
City ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ 15 244 
Yes ﻢﻌﻧ 14 22 
The city ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻤﻟاﺍ 11 244 
The people سﺱﺎﻨﻟاﺍ 10 [204 - نﻥﺎﺴﻧاﺍ ] 
All ﻞﻛ 10 19 
This (masc.) اﺍﺬﻫ 10 16 
But ﻦﻜﻟوﻭ 10 91 
How ﻒﯿﻴﻛ 9 67 
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Appendix C: Shared Vocabulary Words from Test Takers Describing 
the Same City 
Table C-1: Shared vocabulary between two Advanced-Mid rating level descriptions of 
the same city 
English  Arabic Number of sub-samples Buckwalter & Parkinson’s frequency number [or closest equivalent] 
Culture ﺔﻓﺎﻘﺜﻟاﺍ 2 519 
Syrians ﻦﯿﻴﯾﻳرﺭﻮﺴﻟاﺍ 2 578 
The city ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻤﻟاﺍ 2 144 
The people سﺱﺎﻨﻟاﺍ 2 [204 - نﻥﺎﺴﻧاﺍ ] 
Pretty (fem.) ﺔﻠﯿﻴﻤﺟ 2 304 
Damascus ﻖﺸﻣدﺩ 2 N/A 
Syria  ﺎﯾﻳرﺭﻮﺳ 2 519 
In/at ﻲﻓ 2 3 
I was ُﺖﻨﻛ 2 [10 - نﻥﺎﻛ ] 
Because ﻪﻧﻷ 2 57 
A city ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ 2 144 
With ﻊﻣ 2 17 
From ِﻣﻦ 2 4 
Yes ﻢﻌﻧ 2 22 
There كﻙﺎﻨﻫ 2 77 
And وﻭ 2 2 
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Table C-2: Shared vocabulary between three Superior and Advanced-High rating level 
descriptions of the same city 
English  Arabic Number of sub-samples 
Buckwalter & 
Parkinson’s 
frequency number [or 
closest equivalent] 
Alexandria ﺔﯾﻳرﺭﺪﻨﻜﺳﻻاﺍ 3 N/A 
The sea ﺮﺤﺒﻟاﺍ 3 507 
The city ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻤﻟاﺍ 3 144 
To ﻰﻟإﺇ 3 9 
Very ًاﺍﺪﺟ 3 N/A 
In/at ﻲﻓ 3 3 
A city ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ 3 144 
From ِﻣﻦ 3 4 
There كﻙﺎﻨﻫ 3 77 
And وﻭ 3 2 
But ﻦﻜﻟوﻭ 3 91 
Like, you know ﻲﻨﻌﯾﻳ 3 751 
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Table C-3: Shared vocabulary between two Intermediate-High rating level descriptions of 
the same city 
English  Arabic Number of sub-samples Buckwalter & Parkinson’s frequency number [or closest equivalent] 
The city ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻤﻟاﺍ 2 144 
History ﺦﯾﻳرﺭﺎﺗ 2 N/A 
Fez سﺱﺎﻓ 2 N/A 
In/at ﻲﻓ 2 3 
Old (masc.) ﻢﯾﻳﺪﻗ 2 499 
Old (fem.) ﺔﻤﯾﻳﺪﻗ 2 499 
Like, similar to ﻞﺜﻣ 2 86 
For example ﻼﺜﻣ 2 [86 - ﻞﺜﻣ ] 
A city ﺔﻨﯾﻳﺪﻣ 2 144 
Moroccan ﻲﺑﺮﻐﻣ 2 N/A 
Place نﻥﺎﻜﻣ 2 179 
From ﻦﻣ 2 4 
This (masc.) اﺍﺬﻫ 2 16 
Here ﺎﻨﻫ 2 159 
There كﻙﺎﻨﻫ 2 77 
And وﻭ 2 2 
There is ﺪﺟﻮﯾﻳ 2 139 
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